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SENATE—Tuesday, June 8, 1982

The Senate met at 12 noon, and was
called to order by the Honorable SLADE
GorToN, a Senator from the State of
Washington.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Rich-
ard C. Halverson, LL.D., D.D., offered
the following prayer:

* * = for out of Zion shall go forth
the law, and the word of the Lord from
Jerusalem. And He shall judge among
the nations, and shall rebuke many
people; and they shall beat their
swords into plowshares and their
spears into pruninghooks: nation shall
not lift up sword against nation, nei-
ther shall they learn war any more. O
house of Jacob, come ye, and let us
walk in the light of the Lord.—Isaiah 2:
3-5 KJV

God of Abraham, Isaac, Ishmael,
and Jacob, Lord of all peoples, hasten
the day when these words of Isaiah
shall come to pass. Grant restraint to
the leaders of Israel, Lebanon, Syria,
and Palestine, and to the Govern-
ments of England and Argentina. Give
us the will to peace. Make us wise to
the incalculable waste, destructiveness
and futility of war. Gracious God, help
our leaders and those of all nations to
make peace and not war. Help us all to
understand that Thy purpose for his-
tory is to unite all things in Christ and
grant us the grace to submit to Thy
will. In the name of Him who is the
Prince of Peace. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. THURMOND).

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., June 8, 1982,
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of Rule I, Section 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I
hereby appoint the Honorable SLADE
GORTON, a Senator from the State of Wash-
ington, to perform the duties of the Chair.

STROM THURMOND,
President pro tempore.

Mr. GORTON thereupon assumed
the chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The acting majority leader is rec-
ognized.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I un-
derstand under the order previously
entered, the reading of the Journal
has been dispensed with, no resolu-
tions coming over under the rule, and
the call of the calendar has been dis-
pensed with; is that correct?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, fol-
lowing the time of the two leaders, it
is my understanding there will be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business for 30 minutes with
Senators permitted to speak therein
for not to exceed 5 minutes each.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I
intend to yield the time of the leader-
ship on this side to my good friend on
my right, Senator HELMS.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR THE REMAINDER OF

THE WEEK

Prior to that, let me state that in ac-
cordance with the statement made by
the majority leader there will be no
votes on substantive issues today. We
do not anticipate any votes, but proce-
dural votes might occur that might be
required; we do anticipate votes both
tomorrow and on Thursday, and would
intend to be in Friday, if necessary.
But we will not plan a long session on
Friday because it is my intention to
urge all Senators to go to Andrews Air
Force Base to greet the President on
his return on Friday afternoon. That
will necessitate that we recess the
Senate early, if we do come in on
Friday at all. But we do have the in-
tention to move tomorrow to proceed
with the Voting Rights Act. We also
have the bail reform bill, the agent
identities conference report, we hope
we will be able to work out an agree-
ment to take those up, and then pro-
ceed with the voting rights bill early
tomorrow afternoon and early Thurs-
day afternoon.

It will be the intention of the leader-
ship to have a session of the Senate
next Monday also, I might say. But
Friday is the one that is in question
right now.

I yield the remainder of the leader-
ship time on this side to Senator
HELMS.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Caroli-
na.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I thank
my friend, the distinguished acting
majority leader, and I thank the Chair
for recognizing me.

AMBASSADOR KIRKPATRICK ON
“MEET THE PRESS"

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I wish
not to offend the distinguished chair-
man of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee (Mr. PErRCcY) nor do I desire
to be unduly critical of him. But I am
obliged to observe that Senator PERCY
perhaps will acknowledge now that he
overspoke himself during the weekend
in his criticism of the U.S. Ambassador
to the United Nations.

The truth is, Mr. President, that
Ambassador Jeane Kirkpatrick has
been almost unique in the administra-
tion in pleading for a calm and ration-
al U.S. posture concerning the tragic
war in the South Atlantic between
Great Britain and Argentina, a most
regrettable war between two friends
and allies of the United States; a war
that need never have happened; a war
that probably would not have hap-
pened if the administration had been
more attentive to Ambassador Kirk-
patrick’s sound judgment.

Mr. President, Ambassador Kirkpat-
rick appeared on NBC's “Meet the
Press"” program this past Sunday at a
moment of particular tension for the
United States at the U.N. Security
Council.

In the early evening of June 4, this
past Friday, Ambassador Kirkpatrick,
acting under specific instructions from
Secretary of State Alexander Haig,
cast a veto on a resolution calling for a
cease-fire in the South Atlantic. Mo-
ments later, in response to a last-
minute change in instructions ordered
by Secretary Haig, Mrs. Kirkpatrick
then announced that if the United
States could change its vote the
United States would abstain.

Ambassador Kirkpatrick, when the
media asked about this confusion cre-
ated by the Secretary of State, was un-
derstandably embarrassed—anybody
would have been. Indeed, I think the
whole Nation must have been embar-
rassed, for the United States emerged
from this latest Haig fiasco with the
worst possible results from the view-
point of both Great Britain and Ar-
gentina.

While the belated policy switch was,
in fact, a switch to the correct posi-
tion, it was, sad to say, a switch that
came just minutes too late to preserve
the interests of the United States.

It is, therefore, an irony, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the policy, which came too
late for Ambassador Kirkpatrick to
implement properly, was the policy
she had been urging all week long.

The intransigence of Secretary Haig
on this issue is perplexing, particularly
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in view of mounting evidence of the
failure of his policy in the South At-
lantic war.

Every day we are hearing new re-
ports of the increasing alienation of
all of Latin America from the United
States, particularly as there is evi-
dence of mounting shipments of U.S.
weaponry to Great Britain to kill Ar-
gentine soldiers.

Mr. President, Secretary Haig has
failed to prevent increasing levels of
military force by the British. He has
failed to act as an impartial mediator,
he has failed to prevent NATO ships
and planes from going to the bottom
of the South Atlantic, and he has
failed to preserve the unity of the
West which is so essential to the secu-
rity of freedom.

Secretary Haig has not only failed to
forge strong ties with the anti-Com-
munist nations of South and Central
America, but he has also undermined
the foundations of NATO which os-
tensibly he said he was protecting.

Mr. President, it is in this context
that I genuinely regretted a statement
attributed by the media to my friend,
Senator PErcy, over the weekend, in
which Senator PeErcy reportedly com-
mented that Ambassador Kirkpatrick
“does a tremendous disservice and I
think she misled the Argentines by
buttering them up, by going to their
parties and allowing parties in her
honor to be given.”

Mr. President, I regard Senator
PErcy, who is my friend, as a fair man
who would not intentionally misrepre-
sent the facts concerning Ambassador
Kirkpatrick or anyone else. And that
is why I now suggest to him that he
request Mrs. Kirkpatrick to appear
before the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee to ascertain whether his
statement regarding Mrs. Kirkpatrick
was fair and accurate criticism. I be-
lieve it was not.

I believe Senator Percy will find
that she was instructed—instructed—
to represent the United States at the
functions which Senator PeErcy views
with such disdain. I think it is only
fair, Mr. President, that Senator
PERcY, in his capacity as the chairman
of the Foreign Relations Committee,
make it a matter of record about what
other top officials of the United States
Government also attended the fune-
tions to which he alluded.

I believe, Mr. President, when all of
the facts are ascertained, Senator
Percy will apologize to Ambassador
Kirkpatrick. And, with all due respect
to the Senator, I feel that he owes her
an apology.

Mr. President, the United States is
fortunate to have as a member of the
President’s Cabinet an acknowledged
expert on Latin America, and particu-
larly Argentina. And that expert is not
Secretary Haig, but Ambassador Kirk-
patrick. Her reputation as a scholar on
Argentina has long been established.
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Her counsel that we would best pro-
tect U.S. interests by abstaining on the
Security Council resolution obviously
was a wise one.

Mr. President, I would mention that
on May 27 I called upon President
Reagan to insist on a cease-fire be-
tween the two belligerent nations. It is
not in our interest to choose between
them. It is in our interest to bring
them together to the negotiation
table, no matter what the injury seen
by each side. If our policy to oppose a
cease-fire had been allowed to stand,
the repercussions would have been
devastating to the future of
hemispheric security.

In the end, Ambassador Kirkpat-
rick’s policy triumphed, but too late to
have any practical effect on the
United Nations vote. All we can now
hope is that the high profile given to
the policy change by Secretary Haig’s
curious judgment will make it clear to
all nations that we have not given
Great Britain a blank check.

One result, however, is clear. That is
the dignity and restraint with which
Ambassador Kirkpatrick handled her-
self, adding greatly to her stature. The
graciousness with which she handled
the inevitable questions about the
policy switch contrast greatly with the
less than gracious remarks of Secre-
tary Haig concerning both President
Reagan and Ambassador Kirkpatrick.
It also contrasts greatly with remarks
attributed to our colleague, Senator
Percy, the chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee.

Mr. President, Ambassador Kirkpat-
rick’s presentation on “Meet the
Press” amply fulfilled the expecta-
tions of those who admire her sinceri-
ty and skill, and I therefore ask unani-
mous consent that a transcript of that
interview be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the tran-
script was ordered to be printed in the
REcoORD, as follows:

VERBATIM TEXT OF “MEET THE PRESS"
INTERVIEW WITH JEANE KIRKPATRICK

Question. The cause was the attempted
assassination of the Israeli Ambassador in
London. The effect, so far at least, is about
230 dead in Lebanon and what seems to be
an Israeli invasion of Lebanon. Has Israel
overreacted, has it gone too far, and what
should be done about it?

Answer. Quite frankly, I wouldn't state
the proposition that way. I don't think, in
fact, that the cause of the current violence
in Lebanon was simply the attempted assas-
sination of the Israeli Ambassador to
London. I think that was one incident in an
ongoing cycle of violence that has included
in recent days continuing shelling by the
PLO into Israel with Soviet-supplied Katu-
sha rockets doing a great deal of damage, in
fact.

Question. Prime Minister Begin has said
this raid is in retaliation for that shooting.
Again, have they overreacted, are they
going too far, is there a potential here for a
major war involving Israel, Syria?

Answer. I think we believe there is an on-
going cycle of violence in Lebanon and
Israel and that border area which has been
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underway for quite some time in which par-
ties have reacted to each other, and reacted
violently to each other. And at every
moment there is a possibility for escalation,
and unfortunately too often that possibility
of escalation becomes an actuality. And is
there a danger of escalation and expansion
and spreading war—yes, I think the situa-
tion is extremely dangerous. And we are
taking it very, very seriously, let me say.

Question. What are we doing about it?

Answer. Well, one thing we're doing about
it is that the President and Secretary Haig
have just met in Europe with Ambassador
Philip Habib to discuss his mission. He was,
as you know, enroute in a rather more lei-
surely fashion to that area to look in—to try
to deal more effectively with the Lebanese.
Now they've had rather detailed conversa-
tions this morning. They're very good con-
versations and Ambassador Habib will be
going on to Israel.

Q. Is your response [to earlier question] as
to whether the Israelis have overreacted, is
it that under the circumstances, in your
judgment, they have not?

A. No, I think my answer to the question
is that I don't quite know how one meas-
ures, in fact, the interaction of violence and
violence in a situation like that spiral of
hostility that has existed for so long now in
the Middle East. That includes firing of
rockets by the PLO into Israel, that in-
cludes, assassinations, that includes bomb-
ings by the Israelis of PLO strongholds. I
Jjust don’t know, but it’s very useful even to
try to characterize it as over or under or
just right. I don’t know what the unit of
measurement would be, frankly.

Q. Defense Minister Sharon of Israel has
said several times that he looks upon initial
invasion of Lebanon or holding the terri-
tory, driving the PLO into Syria with the
eventual overthrow of King Hussein and the
takeover of Jordan as the Palestinians State
while Israel holds on to the West Bank as
the solution. Are we seeing the first stage of
what is really a rather mammoth overthrow
of different groups and even perhaps gov-
ernments in the Middle East?

A. I certainly don’t think so. I don’t see
any reason to believe that that's the case.
That's not at all my understanding of Isra-
el's policy. My understanding of Israel's
policy is in fact that they have no territorial
ambitions whatsoever as regards Lebanon,
and that they, like we in fact, would like
very much to see an independent sovereign
Lebanon with whom they could live in
peace.

Q. I have been told by the State Depart-
ment that actually during the ceasefire
period there were no major infractions by
the Palestine Liberation Organization—in
fact that they were being very careful. I was
told this just last week. So, doesn't this put
a little bit of a different complexion on the
entire thing?

A. 1 think it depends a little on which part
of the State Department you talked to, per-
haps, I don’t know. The fact is that we have
been aware in the State Department and in
the U.S. Government of continuing viola-
tions of the ceasefire. We have never said
the ceasefire has broken down. We've said
that there have been violations and threats
to the ceasefire. If you mean shellings, inci-
dents of shellings, across the Lebanese
border into Israel, certainly we'vé been
aware of those. And by the way, the Israeli
Government has brought those to the at-
tention of the Security Council at the
United Nations repeatedly. There have been
other violations of the ceasefire from other
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quarters, and we have tried very hard in
conjunction with all other parties to this
conflict to try to contain and stop those
ceasefire violations as they occur, But every-
body is aware of those, I think.

Q. I know the United State Government
likes not to point the finger of blame at
either side in this, but to refer to a eycle of
violence. The fact is that the Security Coun-
cil yesterday voted 15-0 for a ceasefire
urging both sides to observe the ceasefire.
This morning we're hearing about Israeli
tanks going as far north as Tyre on the
Mediterranean coast. What will the
United States do, and what will the Council
do? Will it hold Israel responsible for ignor-
ing that resolution?

A. May I say that I can only tell you what
my best understanding of the military situa-
tion is there, It's a very rapidly changing
military situations, as you know, My under-
standing truly is that the PLO also contin-
ued heavy shelling into Israel—several hun-
dred rounds of shelling into Israel in that
period after the ceasefire was called for by
the Security Council. My understanding is
that the ceasefire—that the restoration of
the ceasefire or the end of—we don’t believe
the ceasefire broke down precisely. We
would say that these episodes of violation of
the ceasefire seem not to have ceased after
the passage of the Security Council resolu-
tion, and they seem not to have ceased on
either side. Therefore, it would obviously
not be reasonable or balanced or fair to
simply point a finger of blame to one side
for not having honored that Security Coun-
cil resolution when, in fact, apparently both
sides were not responding to the resolution.

Q. Do you regard, then, the Israeli move-
ment of its tanks and troops into Lebanon
as a commensurate response to the shelling,
that this is an evenhanded——

A. Frankly, truly I don't know where the
Israeli tanks are. T heard this morning that
there had been some movement across the
border. But I think that the movement of
tanks across the border and heavy shelling
into a country are not so qualitatively dif-
ferent, are they? 1 mean those are both
major acts of violence, and once again I
don’t know exactly what the unit of meas-
urement would be,

Q. We've just heard the Israeli Ambassa-
dor say that the government's goal is to
move the Palestinians beyond artillery
range from the northern Israeli border.
That apparently will be done by Israeli
troops. How long should they stay there?

A. Well, I think if it is true, and let me re-
iterate that I am not an expert from the
military situation on the ground or in the
air, in that area. If it is true, as I understand
it to be the case, that the PLO has been
shelling Israel—heavy shelling of Israel—
from implacements inside Lebanon, then it
would not be unreasonable for Israel to ex-
ercise its rights under—or to claim to seek
to exercise its rights under article 51 of the
United Nations Charter which provides for
national self-defense. That would not be an
unreasonable move. I don't know whether
that's in fact the case.

Q. We keep hearing that the Argentine
garrison near Port Stanley is getting
squeezed down tighter and tighter, that the
British are standing around waiting to do
something, or walting for General Menen-
dez to declare a victory and ask the British
for a ride home. Do you have any indica-
tions that anything like that is more proba-
ble than a final British assault?

A. No, I don't.

Q. Ten years ago almost, Anwar Sadat
started a war over a territory that was tradi-
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tionally Egyptian, lost most of the territory
that he invaded, and now the Sinai is in
Egyptian hands. Is there a parallel here, is
that a foreseeable outcome of the Falkland
Islands crisis?

A. I don’'t know. I don't think we can say
at this point. I think it's complicated
enough to talk about the present of the
Falklands, than to try now to project the
future, At a time that the British, for exam-
ple, are saying different things about the
future of the Falklands, maybe unofficially
what I read in the newspapers, than they
were a few weeks ago. It strikes me this is a
very bad time to try to project that.

Q. If you can project a British victory
either through surrender or through frontal
assault, what does that do to the triumvi-
rate of generals and admirals who is now
running Argentina and do you——

A. Actually, I think one has to be cautious
in talking about victory in this war, I think
one has to be cautious talking about the end
of the war. I think it's easy enough to imag-
ine British repossession of the Falklands. I
said yesterday, in fact, in a statement at the
Security Council that the Argentine posses-
sion of the PFalklands by force was the end
of phase 1 of the current conflict. Probably,
I guess if there’s a military solution here to
this question that British repossession will
be the end of phase 2, but that only brings
us to phase 3. I don't think we know what
will happen then; I think we must be very
clear that the British repossession of the is-
lands doesn't necessarily mean the end of
this war.

Q. Do you see phase 3 as more likely to be
diplomatic or military?

A. I think it might very well be military as
well as diplomatic. It could be either in my
opinion.

Q. The feud between you and Secretary of
State Haig seems to be approaching near
legendary proportions. The latest install-
ment came last Friday night when first you
joined Britain in vetoing a Falklands cease-
fire resolution, and then you were told by
Haig through intermediaries, I presume, to
change that to an abstention. Do you and Al
Haig talk to each other? I mean, can you be
candid about this feud and what it could
mean or does mean for American foreign
policy?

A. Why don’t I just try to answer those
questions one—analyze your question into
parts. Do we talk to each other—yes. We
have in fact, we spoke to each other twice
from Paris through Washington during the
24 hour period before that vote, in fact.
That's one very simple answer to your ques-
tion, and we in those two conversations
planned a cooperative action to looking
toward the achievement of the goals of U.S.
policy. He was going to do some things, and
I was going to do some complementary
things, and we each did them in the hope of
achieving our goal. We talk to each other,
we work together.

Q. But do you work together willingly?
Last week Newsweek, for example, quoted
Haig as saying about you that you were
mentally and emotionally incapable of
thinking clearly on the issue—Falklands—
because of your close links with the Latins,
and also quoted you are saying about Haig
that he and his aides are amateurs, Brits in
American clothes, totally insensitive to
Latin cultures. Is that an accurate measure-
ment of your relationship——

A. I couldn’t passively comment on the ac-
curacy of the quotation from General Haig.
But I could comment on the accuracy of the
one for my own—I did not say that. That is
not correct as stated, I can tell you that.
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Q. But is there bad chemistry between
you two? Is that a problem?

A. I think that we have an idealistic con-
ception in America. We succumb all the
time to idealistic conceptions of reality. You
know, women for example, were always fall-
ing for the ideal of the perfectly kept house.
In marriage we're always falling for the
ideal of the perfectly harmonious marriage,
in which everybody is sweet and loving and
considerate of each other all the time. And
in government we postulate the model of
the perfectly harmonious government. Now,
in reality those don’t exist, of course. In re-
ality, even friends and certainly spouses and
certainly people who work together in gov-
ernments from time to time disagree. Gov-
ernments are made up of people with strong
views and strong feeling and from time to
time they disagree. And they disagree seri-
ously. I don't think one could have a good
government in which everyone agreed with
everybody about everything. The problem
occurs when disagreements about policy
leak into the press as disagreements among
people. I sometimes say we have a kind of a
movie magazine approach to the discussion
of policy differences in government in
which everything gets personalized. I don't
think there’s any serious problem here, no. I
think Secretary Haig and I do work togeth-
er, can work together, and furthermore if I
may say so, the President expects us to
work together,

Q. In what other words, did you say or do
you feel that Mr. Haig is inadequately sensi-
tive to Latin American needs and culture?

A. I don't think I said it. Let me just say
for the record that I think Secretary Haig
did a very serious job of mediating that dis-
pute. I think his effort was a colossally diffi-
cult, and he undertook it with great energy
and imagination, and I believe today that
most parties to the dispute probably think
the world would be a great deal better off
and they would be had they accepted the
proposals that he made then. I think that's
about all I'm going to say about that.

Q. Yesterday at the U.N. in a rather star-
tling act, at the last moment you were
handed a note, as we have gotten the report,
to abstain from the call to the ceasefire in-
stead of to veto it. How do you explain that,
and how do you explain the fact that Secre-
tary Haig did not contact you directly on
that?

A. It's true, I had instructions to vote “no"
on that resolution. I'd had those instruc-
tions for several hours. The decision was
made to check once more with Secretary
Haig, and—it's not easy, let me say to try to
carry on discussions and make decisions
when you are separated by several thou-
sands of miles. One good reason that I
wasn't in direct contact with Secretary Haig
at the time that he was changing his mind
about how we ought to vote was that I was
sitting at the table in the Security Counecil,
and that’s where I needed to be, let me say.
I had my aides on telephones with an open
wire to the State Department, which had an
open wire to Secretary Haig. And when the
instruction came through that we should
abstain rather than vote “no,” unfortunate-
ly it came through about 3-to-5-minutes too
late, and in the United Nations, of course,
you can't change your vote. So I was in-
structed to vote “No”, then I was instructed
to abstain. When I explained you couldn't
change a vote, then I was instructed to ex-
plain that if we could change our vote we
would abstain. 1 did all those things. I acted
as an instructed representative throughout.
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Q. From Paris, Secretary Haig, when he
was asked why he had not contacted you di-
rectly but had gone through various State
Department channel’s said—and I quote—
“You don't talk to a company commander
when you have a corps in between”—un-
quote. And I wonder, do you consider your-
self a company commander?

A. To tell you the truth, I don't know any-
thing about company commanders. I don't
know really much about military rank and
military titles, and I don't even care much
about military rank and military titles. I
think that those may be more meaningful
to Secretary Haig who is, after all, a gener-
al, than they are to me who am a professor
in my ordinary life. Armies are very hierar-
chical, and universities are very informal
egalitarian places which don't attach much
importance to titles. I can only say that I
had spoken in the previous 24 hours twice
to Secretary Haig on the telephone from
Paris at his initiative. I don't know what
that means about corps commanders or any-
thing else.

Q. Some conservatives are saying that
President Reagan’s foreign policy has been
captured by the liberal traditional pragmat-
ic conventional foreign policy apparatus,
that the career bureaucrats have taken
over. Do you share that sense, do you think
the President has done whatever it is he's
going to do in changing the direction of
American foreign policy?

A. 1 think that the direction of American
foreign policy is in continuous process of
evolution. I don't expect any sharp changes,
and may I say I never expected any sharp
changes. I think the President is taking an
ever more active personal role in the direc-
tion of our foreign policy, and in all aspects
of our foreign policy, by the way, and I be-
lieve that in the coming months his person-
al stance on our foreign policy will become
evermore clear.

Q. Argentina's going through a rather
traumatic period right now, and you're quite
familiar with that part of the world and the
people who live there and the relationships
between our country and the various Latin
American countries. What is this South At-
lantic crisis going to do to shape Argentina
perhaps somewhat differently, and how is it
going to reflect on the way we get along
with those various countries?

A. I think whatever happens in the Falk-
lands, it's going to become in Argentine his-
tory one of the major events in their nation-
al life, probably the equivalent to the fall of
Peron or something, or maybe the rise of
Peron—anyway, a great national event. I
have no doubts that it will shape, it will
have lasting influence on them. I fear that
it may encourage them to see virtue in
building great military strength. I know
that it has already persuaded them of the
importance of focusing more of their efforts
on closer relationships within South Amer-
ica. Their role within South America, I
think, will surely be more emphasized as a
consequence of it. I think that right now
there is some evidence that there may be a
sharper sense of Latin nationalism generally
through Latin America, right now it looks
as though it may be in juxtaposition, or
even in opposition to us. I hope we can over-
come that problem.

Q. How could we go about that?

A, Well, I think by doing a lot of consult-
ing, a lot of listening, and a lot of finding
constructive common activities in which to
engage together. That is all the countries of
Latin America and us.
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Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair and I
yield the floor.

FOREIGN POLICY OF UNITED
STATES IS THE RESPONSIBIL-
ITY OF THE PRESIDENT AND
THE SECRETARY OF STATE

® Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the
senior Senator from North Carolina
(Mr. HELMs) has made a number of
comments on the floor today which re-
flect on the good judgment of Secre-
tary Haig in dealing with Western
Hemisphere problems and particularly
with the unprovoked aggression of Ar-
gentina in the Falkland Islands. I
would like to reply, because I strongly
disagree with the Senator’s assessment
of Secretary Haig's performance in
these matters.

It seems to me that no one in this or
any preceding administration has
worked harder to solve the problems
confronted by the United States in
this hemisphere than has Secretary
Haig. In fact, Secretary Haig has made
a major effort to focus world attention
on the deteriorating situation in Cen-
tral America and the Caribbean. And
he has spearheaded a serious and de-
termined policy to stabilize the situa-
tion in that region.

As regard the Falklands, it was Sec-
retary Haig who undertook a creative
and strenuous negotiation to resolve
that crisis without war. The negotia-
tion foundered because the military
and civilian rulers of Argentina could
not agree among themselves to accept
any of the formulas for solution which
Secretary Haig advanced. To put the
blame on the Secretary is to fault the
peacemaker rather than the aggressor.

While I have always had a good rela-
tionship with the Senator from North
Carolina, and regard him as a friend, I
do disagree with his attitude on the
Falklands matter. I recall that his po-
sition against the Senate resolution
supporting the United Kingdom set
him apart from every other Senator.
The Senate vote was T79-1 in support-
ing the United Kingdom. He was the
only Senator who voted against that
resolution which became the stated
position of both the U.S. Senate and
the next day of the President of the
United States.

Ambassador Kirkpatrick, for all her
dedication and devotion, has had seri-
ous policy differences with Secretary
Haig regarding the Falklands crisis.
Since her experience with Argentina
has been so long and intense, she did
not fully share the primacy of the
commitment of the great majority of
Americans, and of this administration,
to NATO and to our great ally and
friend, the United Kingdom. She is en-
titled to her own opinions and judg-
ments, but the foreign policy of the
United States is the responsibility of
President Reagan and Secretary Haig,
and I submit that they have acted re-
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sponsibly and honorably in the Falk-
lands crisis with the support of the
U.S. Senate.®

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin
such time as he may need.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
thank the acting minority leader.

OUR GROWING NUCLEAR
STOCKPILE

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in
developing our strategy in controlling
the nuclear arms race, it is essential
that Members of Congress understand
precisely where we stand now. What is
the size, makeup, and likely future of
the U.S. nuclear stockpile?

Three experts, William M. Arkin,
Thomas B. Cochran, and Milton M.
Hoenig, coeditors of the forthcoming
“Nuclear Weapons Data Book,” have
prepared a highly useful article on our
nuclear stockpile.

In the next 2 days I intend to call to
the attention of the Senate this expert
and excellent summary.

The three authors say:

The size and state of the U.S. nuclear
stockpile has remained fairly constant
throughout the 1970s. During the 1980s,
however, the rate of production and retire-
ments will increase and the complexion of
the stockpile will change markedly., Many
older weapons are being withdrawn as a new
generation of nuclear warheads is produced.
The present increase in the rate of warhead
production is being accompanied by sub-
stantial measures to increase the supply of
nuclear materials. Nuclear weapons plans
for the late 1980s and early 1990s, however,
project further materials shortages in the
face of production increases and an acceler-
ated generational turnover of warheads.

Mass production of nuclear warheads
began in 1947 with the B3, the production
model of the FAT MAN nuclear bomb
dropped on Nagasaki, Japan. Since then
there have been 58 nuclear warhead types
produced. Many warhead models have been
used in a variety of weapons configurations
and delivery systems. Over 20 additional
warhead designs never progressed past the
development stage. As indicated in Figure I,
between 1955 and 1965, the number of weap-
ons produced was massive. Over 30,000 war-
heads entered the stockpile during this
period. The stockpile growth rate peaked in
the period from 1958 to 1960 when approxi-
mately 12,000 warheads were added to the
nuclear arsenal. In 19687, the stockpile
reached its all time high of some 32,000 war-
heads. That number dropped to 27,000 by
1970, increased to about 29,000 by 1974 and
since then has declined to its current size of
some 26,000 nuclear warheads.

While the stockpile was made up predomi-
nantly of tactical weapon warheads in the
1960s, the mix is now about evenly split be-
tween strategic and tactical weapons. Re-
ductions in the stockpile over the past
twenty years represent shifts in the mix of
characteristics of the weapons rather than
any real decline in military capability. The
deployment of thousands of multiple re-
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entry vehicles on missiles in the 1970s, for
instance, sharply increased the number of
strategic warheads but did not result in a
significant change in stockpile size.

Since their introduction, nuclear weapons
have acquired a continually increasing im-
portance in all aspects of military nuclear
stockpile, ranging from manned portable
nuclear land mines weighing about 150
pounds (W54 Special Atomic Demolition
Mine or ADM) to multi-megaton bombs
weighing more than 8000 pounds (B53 stra-
tegic bomb). Nuclear warheads are fitted to
almost every weapons type, and used by the
military services for almost all warfare
roles.

Six warhead types are in production
today, including the air-launched cruise mis-
sile warhead (W80), Minuteman III Mark
12A warhead (WT78), the B-61 bomb, Trident
1 warhead (WT76), the Lance missile en-
hanced radiation warhead (W70), and the 8-
inch artillery enhanced radiation shell
(W'T79). Sixteen additional types are in re-
search and development and three of these
(the B-83 bomb, W-84 ground-launched
cruise missile, and W-85 Pershing II) are
slated to enter production next year.

A RARE LOOK INTO HITLER'S
INNER CIRCLE

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President,
“Inside the Third Reich,” a movie
based on the memoirs of Nazi war
criminal Albert Speer, recently aired
on ABC television stations. It has re-
ceived much critical acclaim, including
reviews in the Boston Globe and TV
Guide.

In the beginning of the 5-hour
drama, an old Gypsy woman tells a
young, unemployed architect his for-
tune: “You will rise rapidly, you will
win early fame, and you will retire
early.” And, indeed, as the story un-
folds, Albert Speer's fortune proves
startlingly true. At 28, he becomes Hit-
ler's “Master Builder,” and a member
of his elite inner circle; at 36, Speer
was named Minister of Armaments,
making him responsible for running
the German economy including muni-
tions plants operated by a forced-labor
corps of up to 5 million; and at 41 he
was sentenced during the Nuremberg
trials to 20 years at Spandau prison.

Of all Hitler's confidants, Speer is
still one of the most fascinating, one
of history’s curious enigmas. What
could have motivated this man to be a
party to the Final Solution? He was
cultivated, educated, born to wealth,
raised by civilized, loving parents, and
married to an intelligent, sensitive
woman. Speer himself claimed that
Hitler had a hypnotic effect over him.

In the end, however, Speer re-
nounced his obsession with Hitler and
the Third Reich. As the allies marched
on Berlin, he refused to carry out Hit-
ler’'s “scorched earth"” policy—the
order that Germany be left in ruins
for the allies. Also, Speer was the only
top Nazi war criminal to plead guilty
at the Nuremberg trails.

Mr, President, the Nuremberg trials
play a key role in the history of the
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Genocide Convention. The treaty
exists because the International Mili-
tary Tribunal at Nuremberg deter-
mined that consideration of genocide
was outside of the charter that estab-
lished the Tribunal.

International reaction was swift.
The United Nations General Assembly
unanimously adopted a resolution de-
claring genocide an international
crime. In the next 2 years, a drafting
committee, chaired by the U.S. dele-
gate, worked to draft a convention to
implement the General Assembly’s
resolution. In 1948 the General Assem-
bly unanimously adopted the Geno-
cide Convention and 2 days later the
United States signed the Convention.

Mr. President, we in the Senate
must take the next step. We must
bring to fruition the efforts of those
who drafted the Genocide Treaty.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to immediately ratify the Genocide
Convention.

I thank my good friend from Arkan-
sas and I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Arkansas.

REINSTATING OIL AND GAS
LEASES

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I
have spoken several times on the floor
and in the committee on S. 506, which
would reinstate two offshore oil and
gas leases for the Pauley Petroleum
Group, which is headquartered in
California. I am compelled to mention
it again because of a recent court
action taken by the Pauley Group
which I feel is against the public inter-
est and I believe exemplifies a lack of
good faith on the part of the Pauley
Group.

Mr. President, to give you a chronol-
ogy, on May 17, 1982, the Pauley
Group filed suit in the U.S. District
Court for the Eastern District of Cali-
fornia seeking to enjoin the Depart-
ment of the Interior from taking bids
upon the two leases which that group
abandoned in 1969. Pauley asserted
that the injunction was necessary to
allow Congress the opportunity to re-
instate those leases, but Congress has
failed to enact such legislation both
during the 96th Congress and thus far
during this 97th Congress.

The bill, S. 506, was introduced on
February 1, 1981, a hearing was held
on July 22, 1981, and it was placed on
the Energy Committee calendar on
September 11, 1981. The committee
has twice considered S. 506 at its busi-
ness meetings, last considering it on
November 18, 1981. Since that time
the committee has had 20 business
meetings, but it has not considered the
proposal. It is abundantly clear that
the committee and Congress have had
ample opportunity to consider this
matter, and Pauley’s suit is clearly
frivolous.
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I have made my reasons for object-
ing to this legislation very clear, and I
am even more opposed to it now. I
really think that this lawsuit is an ad-
ditional show of at least a lack of good
faith on the part of Pauley since it
abandoned its leases in 1969, following
the Union Qil blowout in the Santa
Barbara Channel. That oilspill natu-
rally caused the Department of the In-
terior to reassess its policies and regu-
lations to make sure that they were
adequate to prevent similar incidents.
Although the Interior's subsequent ac-
tions never prevented Pauley from
continuing to drill on its leases, Pauley
nevertheless sued in the Court of
Claims for return of its bonus and its
anticipated profits, claiming that the
Department had effectively revoked
the leases. The court resoundingly re-
jected every single Pauley claim and
the Supreme Court declined to hear
the case.

So then Pauley comes to the Con-
gress seeking relief and asking us to
reinstate the leases which had become
quite valuable during the period of the
litigation because oil had been discov-
ered on an adjacent tract and gas had
been discovered on another. In a
strange turnabout, Pauley argued in
hearings before congressional commit-
tees that the chance of finding any oil
or gas on the tracts was highly prob-
lematic, although it had alleged, and
its witnesses testified in the court case,
that the leases held recoverable re-
serves of 670 million barrels of oil and
920 million (mcf) of natural gas.

In congressional hearings it claimed
that Congress should be limited by the
USGS estimate that the leases hold
only 44 million barrels of oil and oil
equivalent. Although it had sought
over $400 million in damages as the
measure of the worth of the leases
which allegedly were revoked by the
Department, Pauley claimed in com-
mittee hearings that the United States
could only expect to receive $13.9 mil-
lion in bonuses if these $400 million
leases were resold. It claimed in Con-
gress that it had had no other choice
but to go to the Court of Claims, but
now it has opened another avenue of
relief, litigation in district court seek-
ing equitable relief, which has been
open to it ever since the blowout.

Mr. President, it has been clear to
me from the beginning that the
Pauley Group has not been worthy of
equitable relief from Congress or the
courts. When the blowout occurred,
the group had drilled eight dry holes
on its leases. Some of the members of
the group had already given up on the
project and written off their invest-
ment as a loss. Others had sold out for
a small fraction of their original in-
vestment. The uncertainty created in
the aftermath of the blowout gave
Pauley an opportunity to recoup its
losses by abandoning its leases and
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going to court, which it did. But it lost
completely, the Court of Claims re-
jecting every single contention raised
by Pauley. During the course of that
litigation, and during the course of
almost 10 years, Chevron discovered
oil on the adjacent tract, so as soon as
the Supreme Court refused to reverse
the Court of Claims, Pauley sought
private relief from Congress. It has
again failed.

It has now filed a meritless “dog in
the manger suit,” seeking to keep the
leases away from everyone else. It
claims in the suit that the leases
should not be resold until Congress
has had time to act, despite the fact
that Congress manifestly has had time
to act but has not. In fact, the Energy
Committee has refused to act. I con-
sider the lawsuit to enjoin Interior as
an affront to Congress, as well as to
the court. I will do all in my power to
keep their bill from passing and I be-
lieve there is no basis for the Pauley
Group claiming that “Congress will re-
solve the reinstatement issue in a
matter of months.”

Pauley's other assertions are equally
without merit. For example, it claims
that issuance of the lease will cause it
irreparable harm. It is a well-estab-
lished principle of law that monetary
loss does not constitute irreparable
injury. It is a readily measurable and
compensable injury if it occurs at all.

Pauley also asserts that the public
interest will be served by the nonis-
suance of this lease. Pauley assumes
that Congress will eventually reinstate
the leases, and it argues that the delay
in leasing will serve the public interest
by hastening development of the
leases when, according to Pauley's
hopes, they are restored. This argu-
ment needs no refutation, because the
illogic is too clear. How can delay
speed development of these leases?

In addition, there is no certainty or
even a good probability that Congress
will ever choose to reinstate the leases
under any circumstances.

Far from promoting the public inter-
est, Pauley’s lawsuit will harm it,
which is why I have felt compelled to
speak on this issue today. The suit
casts a cloud upon the resale of the
two leases by creating uncertainty
whether they will be issued at all. The
sale of these two leases will be held in
conjunction with the largest sale of
offshore leasing ever held. The June
11 sale will begin a 5-year program of
leasing 993 million acres of offshore
lands. This sale will occur when explo-
ration is falling because of reduced
demand. Since the beginning of the
year, there has been a 30-percent re-
duction in drilling activity. Under
these circumstances, it is virtually cer-
tain that the pending lawsuit will dis-
courage potential bidders from bidding
on the two tracts involved.

I do not quarrel with anyone taking
advantage of all available legal proc-
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esses. I do not question Pauley's
rights. I merely point out that this
suit has no merit, just as Pauley’s case
to Congress has no merit. Further-
more, Pauley's timing seems calculat-
ed to reduce the bids made by others
for the leases. Pauley has known since
January 1982 that these leases would
be put up for sale in June 1982. None-
theless, it let 3% months pass before
filing this suit, leaving a bare 25 days
for a court decision and exhaustion of
appeals. By comparison, the Pauley
Group took less than 2 months time to
file its Court of Claims suit after the
Department of the Interior changed
the regulations governing oilspills.
These tactics should be remembered
whenever the Senate considers S. 506,
if in fact it ever does.

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, could
we now go into a period of morning
business?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There will now be a period for
the transaction of routine morning
business.

Mr. JACKSON addressed the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Washington.

TORPEDO SQUADRONS AT
MIDWAY

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, last
Friday, June 4, marked the 40th anni-
versary of the Battle of Midway. As we
all know, this battle was crucial, occur-
ring when American morale during
World War II was at its lowest point.
It was won by a combination of the
brilliant efforts of U.S. code-breakers,
good fortune, and by the fierce and
courageous determination of many
brave people. Today, I call particular
attention to the heroic conduct on the
part of the men from three American
torpedo squadrons who gave so unself-
ishly in their attack upon the Japa-
nese fleet and were instrumental in
the American victory. These squad-
rons were led by Comdrs. John Wal-
dron, Eugene Lindsey, and Lance
Massey who, along with others who
fought so valiantly at Midway, re-
ceived the Navy Cross for their actions
on June 4, 1942,

The Battle of Midway came at a
time when Americans were losing
hope. In the few months preceding
Midway, the Japanese had not only
crippled severely the U.S. Pacific Fleet
at Pearl Harbor but had also savored
triumphs at Hong Kong, Manila,
Singapore, and Bataan. While Japan
could taste her forthcoming victory in
the Pacific, war-weary Americans
could only foresee defeat.

Adm. Isoroku Yamamoto, the com-
mander in chief of Japan’s Imperial
Combined Fleet, devised an intricate
plan to destroy the rest of the U.S.
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Navy. He would invade Midway, lure
the Pacific Fleet to the rescue, and
then finish it off in an all-out attack.
It would be simple, he said, ‘‘as easy as
twisting a baby's arm.” And it should
have been simple. In his “Incredible
Victory,” Walter Lord writes of the
Americans: “By any ordinary stand-
ard, they were hopelessly outclassed.”

The key to Admiral Yamamoto's
plan was to catch the American fleet
unaware. The problem with his plan
was the Americans knew he was
coming. Through the brilliant efforts
of U.S. cryptoanalysts, the United
States was able to decipher coded Jap-
anese messages and thereby learn of
Yamamoto’s intended trap. With this
critical information at hand, Adm.
Chester Nimitz prepared to meet the
oncoming Japanese naval force.

As planned, the Japanese began
their attack on Midway early on the
morning of June 4. The Americans,
however, were lying in wait and
launched their own attack on the ad-
vancing Japanese fleet.

The critical period in the battle for
Midway began around 9:30 a.m. on
June 4 when the American torpedo
squadrons began to attack the Japa-
nese ships. Facing the Japanese Zeros
and intense antiaircraft fire without
the aid of fighter protection, these
three squadrons took enormous losses.
Ten of 14 planes in Lindsey’'s squadron
were shot down. Ten of the 12 planes
in Massey's Torpedo Squadron 3 were
knocked down. All 15 planes in Wal-
dron’s Torpedo Squadron 8 were lost.
In all, 35 of 41 torpedo planes in the
three squadrons were cut down. Sixty-
eight airmen lost their lives, including
Waldron, Lindsey, and Massey. De-
spite their fierce attacks, the torpedo
planes scored no hits on the Japanese
fleet. But they did draw a concentrat-
ed attack from the Zeros and antiair-
craft guns aboard the Japanese ships.
This proved to be a critical mistake for
Japan because it left their aircraft car-
riers unprotected and fatally exposed
to the American dive bombers.

Shortly after 10, the decisive point
in the battle for Midway had arrived.
While the Japanese were focused on
the torpedo planes, dive bombers from
the Enterprise and the Yorkfown were
able to swoop down almost unopposed
by the Japanese. In just a few min-
utes, the Enferprise bomber squadron,
led by Comdr. Wade McCluskey, and
the Yorktiown squadron, led by Comdr.
Max Leslie, succeeded in destroying
three of the four Japanese aircraft
carriers attacking Midway Island. The
fourth carrier was destroyed shortly
afterward by bombers from the York-
town and Enterprise. With the core of
the Japanese fleet wiped out, Admiral
Yamamoto soon began his retreat and
the turning point in the battle for the
Pacific had arrived.
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In summing up the American victory
at Midway, Lord writes:

Against overwhelming odds, with the most
meager resources, and often at fearful self-
sacrifice, a few determined men reversed the
course of the war in the Pacific. Japan
would never again take the offensive. Yet
the margin was thin—so narrow that almost
any man there could say with pride that he
personally helped turn the tide at Midway.

The courageous and determined
attack by the torpedo planes played a
vital role when they diverted the Japa-
nese antiaircraft fire and fighter de-
fenses and paved the way for the suc-
cess of the bombers. As another writer
put it, “the martyrdom of the Navy
torpedo men contributed to the tri-
umph of the Navy bombardiers.”

Mr. President, two recent articles
provided a more detailed description
of the Battle of Midway and the im-
portant role played by the torpedo
squadrons. I ask unanimous consent
that an article in the June 1982 Naval
Aviation News and a June 4, Washing-
ton Post article on one of the few sur-
vivors of the torpedo squadrons at
Midway be printed in the REcORD.

There being no objection, the arti-
cles were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Naval Aviation News, June 1982]
MEN AND MINUTES AT MIDWAY

(By Clarke Van Vleet)

“Time is everything; five minutes makes
the difference between victory and defeat,”
Lord Nelson said.

At the Battle of Midway it was two min-
utes,

Between 10:24 and 10:26 the morning of

June 4, 1942, the Americans won that great
battle which was the turning point of the
Pacific war. In those two minutes, three out
of four Japanese aircraft carriers attacking
Midway Island were wiped out by two sepa-
rate flights of U.S. Navy dive bombers.
Coming from different directions the
flights, by coincidence, simultaneously
sighted the enemy and attacked. The Japa-
nese never recovered from the defeat.

Timing—some calculated, some coinciden-
tal, some dependent on the function of me-
chanical devices—played a prominent part
in the battle.

“Victory . . . often goes to the side which
is quicker to act boldly and decisively to
meet unforeseen developments, and to grasp
fleeting opportunities,” wrote Mitsu Fu-
chida and Masatake Okumiya in Midway,
The Battle That Doomed Japan.

Many Americans acted boldly and deci-
sively at Midway. The timing of their acts,
whether planned or unintentional, had a
profound effect on the outcome.

The Midway-based PBY Catalina flying
boats were out early on June 4, 1942, look-
ing northwest of the island for a strike force
of Japanese carriers which was to launch at-
tacks against the American outpost that
very morning. Ensign Jack Reid's Cat had
already spotted elements of the enemy's
Midway invasion occupation force, the day
before, coming in from the southwest. Now
it was imperative to find the carriers which
were to come in from the northwest to plas-
ter the island and soften it up for an inva-
sion by 5.000 Japanese troops.

This was according to intelligence provid-
ed to Admiral Chester Nimitz, Commander
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in Chief, Pacific (CinCPac). (See accompa-
nying article, “The Unsung Chorus.”) On
receiving the intelligence reports, the admi-
ral had beefed up Midway's defenses as best
he could. He positioned Admiral Raymond
Spruance’s Task Force 16 with the aircraft
carriers Enterprise and Hornet, along with
Admiral Jack Fletcher's Task Force 17 with
the recently repaired Yorktown, northeast
of the island to counter Admiral Chuichi
Nagumo’s four carriers, Akagi, Hiryu, Kaga
and Soryu.

The odds were against Admiral Nimitz.
Admiral Isoroku Yamamoto's combined
fleet for the whole operation—the carrier
strike, the Midway invasion/occupation, the
diversionary Northern/Aleutian and the
backup main forces—consisted of eight car-
riers to the American’s three, 11 battleshps
to the U.S. Navy's none and 23 cruisers to
the Americans' 13.

For the Midway phase of the operation,
the enemy had 293 aircraft of all types on
its six carriers. The U.S. had 227 on her
three flattops, with another 52 attack, 26
fighter and 30 search-type land-based planes
at Midway. As for combat experience of
pilots and design of aircraft, the advantage
lay with the Japanese. Hornet's air group
was new and lacked previous battle experi-
ence, Yorktown's air group had never oper-
ated as a unit.

Yorktown was not even completely ship-
shape. She had limped, badly battle-dam-
aged, into Pearl Harbor on May 27 from her
Coral Sea engagement, and Admiral Nimitz
had told the Pearl navy yard, “We must
have this ship back in three days.” From
then until May 29, workmen did an around-
the-clock job to jury-rig her into fighting
condition. Hull expert Lieutenant Com-
mander Herbert Pfingstag had the patch
job completed in 48 hours and Yorktown
headed for the line.

Some 200 miles northwest of Midway the
fateful morning of the 4th, PBY pilots Lieu-
tenants Howard Ady and William Chase of
Patrol Squadron 2 (VP-23, today’'s VP-10)
spotted and reported the locations of ele-
ments of Nagumo's carrier force. At 5:30, “A
carrier. . . .” At 5:34, “Enemy carriers. . . .”
At 5:45 in plain english, “Many planes head-
ing Midway. . ." (Nagumo’'s strike aireraft).
At 5:52, again in the clear, “Two carriers
and main body ships. . . .” The plain Eng-
lish reports in the clear were particularly
vital as they alerted Midway and the U.S.
carrier task forces without the delays of de-
coding.

As Nagumo's 108 strike planes roared
closer toward Midway, they were picked up
93 miles out at 5:53 by the island’'s radar.
Vectored out to intercept them, Major
Floyd Parks’ Marine VMF-221 fighter
squadron, a mix of 25 antique Buffaloes and
Wildcats, was no match for the agile Zeros
which shot down 15, including the squadron
commander. Of the 10 that returned, only
two were still in condition to fly combat.

As the Japanese completed their bombing,
the five waves of U.S. planes, which had
taken off earlier from Midway, approached
Nagumo’s carriers. They were met by
swarms of enemy fighters and antiaircraft
fire. Beginning shortly after 7:00, Lieuten-
ant Langdon Fieberling and five of his six
Navy torpedo-carrying Avengers were shot
down; two out of four torpedo-dropping
Army Maurauders were next knocked out;
15 Army Flying Forts unsuccessfully
bombed from 20,000 feet; and Marine Major
Lofton Henderson (for whom the field at
guadalcanal was later named), commanding
VMSB-241, was lost, along with 12 planes
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from his two waves of 16 Dauntlesses and 11
vintage Vindicators, the last to attack at
about 8:30. Not a hit was scored. Evasive ma-
neuvering and fending against these at-
tacks, however, caused Nagumo’s once com-
pact carrier formation to be delayed and dis-
rupted. Shortly after 8:30, he began recover-
ing his Midway strike planes.

During these attacks, Nagumo had
become prey to time and circumstance.
About T:00, he had received by radio a rec-
ommendation from his returning Midway
strike leader, “Need for a second attack.”
Having heard no reports of a U.S. force in
the area from his search planes, at 7:15 he
ordered his standby planes disarmed of
their antiship armaments and rearmed with
land bombs for a second strike on Midway.

But at 7:28, the search plane assigned to
reconnoiter the very area in which Task
Forces 16 and 17 were located reported:
“Ten ships, apparently enemy. . . ."” While
there was no mention of U.S. carriers, this
first contact report of a U.S. force in the
area was 30 minutes later than might have
occurred had the search plane for this key
sector not been originally delayed in launch-
ing by a malfunctioning catapult.

Nagumo decided at 7:45 to suspend the re-
arming and prepare for a possible attack on
the U.S. fleet units. By this time, most of
the torpedo planes on Akagi and Kaga were
already lined up on the flight decks armed
with land bombs and Zeros were airborne on
combat patrol, fighting off attacks by the
Midway-based planes. Not until 8:20 did a
report from the search plane come in, sight-
ing “. . . what appears to be aircraft carrier.
.. ." To confirm this vague report, a high-
speed reconnaissance plane was launched at
8:30 and, while it located all three U.S. carri-
ers, its radio failed to work and no timely in-
formation came through.

Although Admiral Tamon Yamaguchi
aboard Hiryu recommended *... launch
attack force immediately” and strike with
what was ready and available, Nagumo
opted to complete unloading the land
bombs, reload again with antiship arma-
ments and recover his Midway strike and
combat air patrol aircraft. The last of these
operations was completed at 9:18 when he
turned north.

These time-consuming developments
caused him to become “a victim of the me-
chanies of carrier operations,” according to
the Naval War College analysis on the sub-
ject. Also, in the haste to reload a second
time with antiship armaments, the unload-
ed land bombs were not placed in their mag-
azines, but haphazardly piled about, to
become exposed ammunition dumps. More-
over, only 10 minutes later, while rearming
and new launch preparations were progress-
ing, the first of three U.S. carrier torpedo
squadrons arrived to attack with obsolete
TBD Devastators.

That morning, the Americans had been
making some crucial command decisions of
their own. With the 5:52 PBY report in
hand, Admiral Spruance took a calculated
risk to launch all planes at maximum range
to effect surprise and perhaps catch the
enemy's Midway strike planes back on deck
refueling and rearming. The aircraft
launched from Enterprise and Hornet at
7:05, with only the 5:52 position report to go
on because communications with Midway,
whose land-based planes had tracked
Nagumo almost to his turning point, had
failed. Admiral Fletcher aboard Yorktown
decided to wait for more definitive informa-
tion on the enemy and ordered only a par-
tial launch at 8:38.
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Since the Japanese carriers had changed
course and were therefore not at the expect-
ed area of interception, Hornet's bombers
turned south toward Midway, vainly search-
ing for the enemy. Hornet's VT-8 torpedo
squadron, however, spotted the carriers to
the north and was the first U.S. carrier unit
to swing in on attack at 9:28. Intermittently,
for the next 50 minutes, Nagumo’'s carriers
were under siege by torpedo squadrons VT-8
form Hornet VT-6 from Enterprise and,
later Yorktown's VT-3, which commenced
attacking at 10:16. They scored no hits and
most of the planes were cut down by Japa-
nese Zeros and antiaircraft fire. All three
squadron commanders, John Waldron,
Eugene Lindsey and Lance Massey, respec-
tively were shot down, with 35 out of 41 tor-
pedo planes destroyed. Sixty-eight pilots
and airmen lost their lives. By then, the un-
scathed Nagumo force had beaten off eight
U.S. attack waves, shooting down 54 U.S.
planes.

In the meantime, Commander Wade
McClusky, leading his Enterprise dive
bombers, was making some decisions which
the War College analysis terms “the most
important decisions made by an airborne
tactical commander in the Battle of
Midway.” Reaching the expected intercep-
tion point at 9:20, he elected to extend his
flight into a “box" search by continuing on
his heading for another 35 miles and then
turning north. While on this northward leg
of the flight, he noted a Japanese destroyer
heading northeast. He decided to follow it,
reasoning that perhaps it was a trailing
member of the strike force trying to catch
up with Nagumo's carriers. His hunch
proved correct and by 10:24 his Dauntless
bombers, coming in from the southwest,
were diving on two of the enemy's carriers,
setting both of them ablaze.

Meanwhile, Yorktown's bombers, led by
Commander Max Leslie, were following VT-
3 in from the southeast. The bomb on the
commander’s plane had released premature-
ly as a result of an electrical failure five
minutes after departing Yorktown, but he
chose to stay with his squadron and lead it
in. “I started my dive from 14,500 feet at
10:25, followed by the squadron diving out
of the sun from southeast to northeast,” the
commander recalled. His planes scored sev-
eral direct hits, transforming into an infer-
no another of Nagumo’s carriers.

The Naval War College analysis points out
“that the Yorktown dive-bombing squadron
took departure from its carrier about one
hour and twenty minutes after the Enter-
prise dive-bombing squadron. Yet by a
strange coincidence both squadrons sighted
the enemy at the same time and made si-
multaneous attacks on different targets of
the same formation, although the presence
of each was unknown to the other.”

Just before both bombing attacks, which
oceurred within two minutes of each other,
the Japanese had completed their launching
preparations and had expected their attack
planes to be airborne within five minutes. In
their case, however, Lord Nelson's comment
proved to be exact. Also, prior to the at-
tacks, the Japanese antiaircraft guns and
fighter defenses had been concentrating on
the low-flying U.S. torpedo planes, leaving
the in-coming, high-flying bombers virtually
unopposed in their dives. In effect, the mar-
tyrdom of the Navy torpedomen contribut-
ed to the triumph of the Navy bombardiers.

The fourth carrier, Hiryu, was several
miles north of the three doomed flattops
and remained untouched. She got word of
Yorktown’s position and Admiral Yamagu-
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chi sent out his attack groups, which hit the
American carrier at noon and again at 2:43
p.m., crippling her to such an extent that
she had to be abandoned by 3:00.

Two minutes after Yorktown was hit the
second time, one of her scouting pilots,
Lieutenant Samuel Adams, sighted and re-
ported Hiryu’s position at 2:45. Ordered out
to attack the surviving enemy carrier at 3:30
was a group of 24 bombers from Enterprise,
led by Lieutenant Earl Gallaher. The group
included Lieutenant Dave Shumway head-
ing 14 Yorktown bombers which had taken
refuge aboard Enterprise in the nick of time
when their carrier had come under attack
by Hiryu's planes. At 5:00, the Yorktown
flyers got their revenge, for they were
among those who made four direct hits on
Hiryu, destroying the enemy’s fourth carri-
er. Then hours later, Admiral Yamamoto
cancelled the Midway operation and retired,
defeated in the mnow memorable victory
scored by the officers and men of U.S. Naval
Aviation on June 4, 1942, It was the turn of
the tide, for never again did the Japanese
gain the offensive in the Pacific theater.

FoRTY YEARS LATER, SURVIVOR RECALLS THE
CrUCIAL BATTLE OF MIDWAY

(By Orval Jackson)

NaPLES, FLa.—George Gay spent 30 hours
floating in the Pacific Ocean as the savage
fighting raged around him after he was shot
down 40 years ago today during the crucial
Battle of Midway. The course of history
changed before his eyes as American forces
turned the tide of the Pacific war by dealing
a Japanese task force a crushing defeat in
its effort to seize Midway Island.

Gay was the lone survivor among 30 fliers
in Torpedo Squadron 8, which launched its
15 two-man TBDI1 Devastator torpedo
planes from the aircraft carrier Hornet for
an attack on the Japanese fleet and its four
valuable aireraft carriers.

“Torpedo Squadron 3 and Torpedo Squad-
ron 6 came right in behind us,” Gay said. By
the time the battle ended 35 of the slow,
outmoded Devastators had been shot down
without doing the slightest physical damage
to the Japanese.

“I happened to go down in the middle of
the Japanese navy,” he said.

“T was right in the middle of that thing all
afternoon and all night,” Gay said. “I never
lost consciousness and was lucid all the
time., But it was just colder than the devil. I
lost 30 pounds in the 30 hours.”

Gay said he salvaged a five-man life raft
and a jacket which he kept deflated so as
not to be spotted by the Japanese.

“I kept it [the raft] deflated and tried to
ride it like a horse,"” he said.

“They were so close at first that if I'd had
my deer rifle I could have been picking off
sailors one by one,” he said. “But as the
battle continued it drifted away and at the
end they were seven or eight miles away.”

Gay said he saw Japanese planes and
boats picking up survivors but said he hid
behind floating debris to elude them, and
said he never thought about not being res-
cued.

“I was too busy to give up hope. There
wasn't any question of hope. It was a matter
of survival,” he said.

Gay said the crew of an American PBY
plane spotted him the morning after the
battle and wagged its wings at him as he
pointed the direction the Japanese fleet had
gone.

“They had a mission to do and I gave
them directions,” Gay said. “I was dumb-
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founded when they came back in the after-
noon and picked me up.”

Gay, who suffered only a minor wound in
the arm and a shrapnel wound in the back
of the left hand, says part of the reason the
torpedo planes were so vulnerable is that
they were carrying obsolete World War 1
submarine torpedoes that required the
planes to be no higher than 80 feet, no far-
ther from the target than 1,000 yards and
going no faster than 80 knots at the
moment of launching them.,

At that speed and that range, the Devas-
tators were sitting ducks to gunfire from
the ships and from the Japanese fighter
planes flying cover for the fleet.

“Here we had torpedo plane, but no one
had designed the aerial torpedo we needed,”
he said.

But Gay said that even though the torpe-
do bombers didn't hit the Japanese carriers,
their saerifice in the low-level attacks
opened the way for American dive bombers
to mop up.

“Torpedo Squadron 8 pulled down the
fighter cover onto the water instead of at
18,000 feet where they had been and that
let the dive bombers in,” he said.

When the battle ended, the Japanese had
lost four carriers.

“I've always thought the biggest loss to
the Japanese in that battle was not the
ships themselves but the high loss of pilots
with combat experience,” he said.

For his action in the Battle of Midway,
Gay received the Navy Cross, as well as sev-
eral campaign and unit citations.

After a month's leave, Gay returned to
active duty and saw further combat in the
South Pacific. After the war he became a
pilot for TWA, retiring as a captain in 1974.

Three years ago he wrote a book, “Sole
Survivor,” about his experience in the
Battle of Midway. The book is in its second
printing.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESI-
DENT RECEIVED DURING THE
RECESS

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of May 27, 1982, the Secre-
tary of the Senate, on June 2 and June
3, 1982, received messages from the
President of the United States submit-
ting sundry nominations, which were
referred to the appropriate commit-
tees.

(The nominations received on June 2
and June 3, 1982, are printed at the
end of the Senate proceedings.)

WAIVER OF CERTAIN SECTIONS
OF THE TRADE ACT—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT RE-
CEIVED DURING ADJOURN-
MENT—PM 142

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of May 27, 1982, the Secre-
tary of the Senate, on June 2, 1982, re-
ceived the following message from the
President of the United States, togeth-
er with accompanying papers; which
was referred to the Committee on Fi-
nance:

To the Congress of the United States:
In accordance with subsection
402¢d)(5) of the Trade Act of 1974, 1
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transmit herewith my recommenda-
tion for a further 12-month extension
of the authority to waive subsection
(a) and (b) of Section 402 of the Act.

I include as part of my recommenda-
tion my determination that further
extension of the waiver authority, and
continuation of the waivers applicable
to the Socialist Republic of Romania,
the Hungarian People’s Republic, and
the People’s Republic of China will
substantially promote the objectives
of Section 402.

This recommendation also includes
my reasons for recommending the ex-
tension of waiver authority and for my
determination that continuation of
the three waivers currently in effect
will substantially promote the objec-
tives of Section 402. It also states my
concern about Romania’s emigration
record this year and the need for its
reexamination.

RONALD REAGAN.

THE WHITE HOUSE, June 2, 1982.

DEFERRAL OF CERTAIN BUDGET
AUTHORITY-MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT RECEIVED
DURING ADJOURNMENT—FM
143

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of May 27, 1982, the Secre-
tary of the Senate, on June 2, 1982, re-
ceived the following message from the
President of the United States, togeth-
er with accompanying papers; which,
pursuant to the order of January 30,
1975, was referred jointly to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, the Com-
mittee on the Budget, the Committee
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forest-
ry, the Committee on Environment
and Public Works, the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources, the
Committee on Foreign Relations, and
the Committee on Small Business:

To the Congress of the Uniled Stales:

In accordance with the Impound-
ment Control Act of 1974, I herewith
report seven new deferrals totaling
$14.5 million and revisions to two de-
ferrals previously reported increasing
the amount deferred by $140.5 million.

The deferrals affect programs in the
Departments of Agriculture, Com-
merce, Interior and Labor as well as
the Board for International Broadcast-
ing, the International Communication
Agency, the Railroad Retirement
Board and the Small Business Admin-
istration.

The details of each deferral are con-
tained in the attached reports.

RoNALD REAGAN.
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 2, 1982.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE RE-
CEIVED DURING THE AD-
JOURNMENT
Under the authority of the order of

the Senate of May 27, 1982, a message

from the House of Representatives
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was received on May 28, 1982, stating
that the House has passed the follow-
ing bill, without amendment:

S. 2575. An act to extend the expiration

date of section 252 of the Energy Policy and
Conservation Act.

The message also announced that
the House has agreed to the following
coneurrent resolution, without amend-
ment:

S. Con. Res. 102. Concurrent resolution
providing for an adjournment of the Senate
from May 27, 1982, May 28, 1982, or May 29,
1982 until June 8, 1982, and giving the con-
sent of the Senate to an adjournment of the
House for more than three days.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message further announced
that the Speaker has signed the fol-
lowing enrolled bills:

5. 2535. An act to regulate the operation
of foreign fish processing vessels within
State waters;

S. 2575, An act to extend the expiration
date of section 252 of the Energy Policy and
Conservation Act;

H.R. 1231. An act for the relief of the
Washington Post, the Washington Star, the
Dispatch (Lexington, North Carolina), the
Brooklyn Times, Equity Advertising Agency,
Incorporated, the Seattle Post-Intelligencer,
and the News Tribune; and

H.R. 1608. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Frieda Simonson.

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of May 27, 1982, the en-
rolled bills were signed by the Vice
President on May 28, 1982.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

At 12:25 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House agrees to
the report of the committee of confer-
ence on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 4) to amend
the National Security Act of 1947 to
prohibit the unauthorized disclosure
of information identifying certain U.S.
intelligence officers, agents, inform-
ants, and sources.

The message also announced that
the House has passed the following
bill and joint resolutions, without
amendment:

S. 896. An act to redesignate the control
tower at Memphis International Airport,
the Omlie Tower;

S.J. Res. 131. Joint resolution designating
“National Theatre Week™";

8.J. Res. 140. Joint resolution designating
February 11, 1983, “National Inventors’
Day"; and

S.J. Res. 149. Joint resolution to designate
the week of June 6, 1982, through June 12,
1982, as “National Child Abuse Prevention
Week".

The message further announced
that the House has passed the follow-
ing bills and joint resolution, in which
it requests the concurrence of the
Senate:

H.R. 5566. An act authorizing appropria-
tions to the Secretary of the Interior for
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services necessary to the nonperforming
arts functions of the John F. Kennedy
Center for the Performing Arts, and for
other purposes;

H.R. 5659. An act to authorize the Smith-
sonian Institute to construct a building for
the National Museum of African Art and a
center for Eastern art together with struc-
tures for related educational activities in
the area south of the original Smithsonian
Institution Building adjacent to Independ-
ence Avenue at Tenth Street Southwest, in
the city of Washington.

H.R. 5930. An act to extend the aviation
insurance program for five years; and

H.J. Res. 225. Joint resolution to designate
the week beginning June 5, 1983, and ending
June 11, 1983, as “Management Week in
America”.

The message also announced that
the House has agreed to the following
concurrent resolution, in which it re-
quests the concurrence of the Senate:

H. Con. Res. 288. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress that
State and local governments should support
the fire safety efforts of the United States
Fire Administration to reduce lives and
property damage lost by fire,

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message further announced
that the Speaker has signed the fol-
lowing enrolled bill:

S. 1808. An act to authorize an Under Sec-
retary of Commerce for Economic Affairs.

The enrolled bill was subsequently
signed by the Acting President pro
tempore (Mr. (GORTON).

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The following bill was read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

H.R. 5930. An act to extend the aviation
insurance program for five years; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

HOUSE MEASURES PLACED ON
THE CALENDAR

The following bills and joint resolu-
tion were read the first and second

times by unanimous consent,
placed on the calendar:

H.R. 5566. An act authorizing appropria-
tions to the Secretary of the Interior for
services necessary to the nonperforming
arts functions of the John F. Kennedy
Center for the Performing Arts, and for
other purposes.

H.R. 5659. An act to authorize the Smith-
sonian Institute to construct a building for
the National Museum of African Art and a
center for Eastern art together with struc-
tures for related educational activities in
the area south of the original Smithsonian
Institution Building adjacent to Independ-
ence Avenue at Tenth Street Southwest, in
the city of Washington.

H.J. Res. 225, Joint resolution to designate
the week beginning June 5, 1983, and ending
June 11, 1983, as “Management Week in
America”.

and
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HOUSE CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION REFERRED

The following concurrent resolution
was read, and referred as indicated:

H. Con. Res. 288. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress that
State and local governments should support
the fire safety efforts of the United States
Fire Administration to reduce lives and
property damage lost by fire; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Trans-
portation.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary reported that on May
28, 1982, he had presented to the
President of the United States the fol-
lowing enrolled bills:

S. 2535. An act to regulate the operation
of foreign fish processing vessels within
State waters; and

S. 2575. An act to extend the expiration
date of section 252 of the Energy Policy and
Conservation Act.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES SUB-
MITTED DURING ADJOURN-
MENT

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of May 12, 1982, the follow-
ing reports of committees were sub-
mitted on May 28, 1982:

By Mr. SCHMITT, from the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation,
without amendment:

S. 2604: An original bill to authorize ap-
propriations to The National Aeronautics
and Space Administration for research and
development, construction of facilities, and
research and programs management, and
for other purposes (Rept. No. 97-449).

5. 2605: An original bill to consolidate and
authorize certain programs and functions of
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration under the Department of Com-
merce (Rept. No. 97-450).

By Mr. PACEWOOD, from the Commit-
tee on Commerce, Science, and Transporta-
tion, with amendments:

S. 2499: A bill to amend the Federal Trade
Commission Act to provide authorization of
appropriations, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. 97-451).

By Mr. STAFFORD, from the Committee
on Environment and Public Works, with
amendments and an amendment to the title:

S. 2144: A bill to extend the Appalachian
Regional Development Act to provide tran-
sitional assistance to the Appalachian
region (Rept. No. 97-452).

By Mr. McCLURE, from the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources, with
amendments:

S. 1941: A bill to provide for the reinstate-
ment and validation of United States oil and
gas leases numbered NM 25447 and NM
25452 Acq (Rept. No. 97-453).

By Mr. McCLURE, from the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources, with
amendments and an amendment to the title:

5. 2146: A bill to extend the lease terms of
Federal oil and gas leases, W66245, W66246,
W66247, and W62250 (Rept. No. 97-454).

By Mr. McCLURE, from the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources, with
amendments:

S. 2218: A bill to provide for the develop-
ment and improvement of the recreation fa-
cilities and programs of Gateway National
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Recreation Area through the use of funds
obtained from the development of methane
gas resources within the Fountain Avenue
Landfill site by the City of New York (Rept.
No. 97-455).

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources, with an
amendment in the nature of a substitute:

S. 2349: A bill to authorize appropriations
for the National Science Foundation for
fiscal year 1983 (Rept. No. 97-457).

By Mr. STAFFORD, from the Committee
on Environment and Public Works, with an
amendment:

S. 2134: A bill authorizing appropriations
to the Secretary of the Interior for services
necessary to the nonperforming arts func-
tions of the John F. Eennedy Center for
the Performing Arts, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. 97-458).

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Commit-
tee on Environment and Public Works, with
amendments:

S. 2250: A bill to amend the Disaster
Relief Act of 1974, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. 97-459).

By Mr. McCLURE, from the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources, without
amendment:

5. 1909: A bill to provide for the reinstate-
ment and validation of United States oil and
gas lease numbered W-24153 (Rept. No. 97-
460).

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources, with amend-
ments and an amendment to the title:

S. 2311: A bill to revise and extend pro-
grams relating to biomedical research, re-
search training, medical library assistance,
health information and promotion, and re-
search ethics (Rept. No. 97-461).

By Mr. STAFFORD, from the Committee
on Environment and Public Works, with
amendments:

S. 2451: A bill to authorize appropriations
for the Public Buildings Service of the Gen-
eral Services Administration for fiscal year
1983, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 97-
462),

By Mr. GARN, from the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, with-
out amendment:

S. 2607: An original bill to amend and
extend certain Federal laws relating to
housing, community and neighborhood de-
velopment, and related programs, and for
other purposes (Rept. No. 97-463).

By Mr. PERCY, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations, without amendment:

5. 2608: An original bill to amend the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 and the Arms
Export Control Act to supplement existing
authorizations for security and development
assistance programs for the fiscal yvear 1983,
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 97-464).

By Mr. QUAYLE, from the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources, with an
amendment in the nature of a substitute:

S. 2036: A bill to provide for a job training
program, and for other purposes.

By Mr. HUMPHREY, from the Commit-
tee on Labor and Human Resources, with
amendments:

S. 2365: A bill to expand and extend pro-
grams relating to alcohol abuse and alcohol-
ism and drug abuse.

By Mr. ROTH, from the Committee on
Governmental Affairs, with an amendment
in the nature of a substitute and an amend-
ment to the title:

S. 2386 A bill to provide for the establish-
ment of a system to collect data on the geo-
graphic distribution of Federal funds.

By Mr. ROTH, from the Committee on
Governmental Affairs, without amendment:
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5. 2457: A bill to amend the District of Co-
lumbia Self-Government and Governmental
Reorganization Act to increase the amount
authorized to be appropriated as the annual
Federal payment to the District of Colum-
bia.

By Mr. CARN, from the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, with-
out amendment:

S. 2606: An original bill to authorize ap-
propriations for mass transportation.

By Mr. PERCY, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations, with amendments and an
amendment to the title and an amended
preamble:

8. Con. Res. 73: A concurrent resolution to
condemn the Iranian persecution of the
Bahai community.

By Mr. McCLURE, from the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources, with
amendments:

S. 2481: A bill to provide for the reinstate-
ment and validation of United States oil and
gas lease number W 61985 (Rept. No. 97-
456).

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, with an amendment in the
nature of a substitute:

S. J. Res. 110: A joint resolution to amend
the Constitution to establish legislative au-
thority in Congress and the States with re-
spect to abortion (Rept. No. 97-465).

Under the authority of the order of the
Senate of May 12, 1982, the following re-
ports of committees were submitted on June
8, 1982:

By Mr. SIMPSON, from the Committee
on Veterans' Affairs, with an amendment in
the nature of a substitute:

5. 349: A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to establish certain procedures
for the adjudication of claims for benefits
under laws administered by the Veterans'
Administration; to apply the provisions of
section 553 of title 5, United States Code, to
rulemaking procedures of the Veterans' Ad-
ministration; to provide for judicial review
of certain final decisions of the Administra-
tor of Veterans' Affairs; to provide for the
payment of reasonable fees to attorneys for
rendering legal representation to individuals
claiming benefits under laws administered
by the Veterans' Administration; and for
other purposes (Rept. No. 97-466).

By Mr. SIMPSON, from the Committee
on Veterans' Affairs, with an admendment
in the nature of a substitute and an amend-
ment to the title:

S. 2385: A bill to amend subchapter IV of
chapter T3 of title 38, United States Code, to
modify the VA Health Professionals Schol-
arship Program, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. 97-467).

By Mr. HUMPHREY, from the Commit-
tee on Labor and Human Resources:

Report on the bill (8. 2365) to expand and
extend programs relating to alcohol abuse
and aleoholism and drug abuse (with addi-
tional views) (Rept. No. 97-468).

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
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and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. SCHMITT, from the Commit-
tee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation:

S. 2604, An original bill to authorize ap-
propriations to The National Aeronautics
and Space Administration for research and
development, construction of facilities, and
research and programs management, and
for other purposes; placed on the calendar.

S. 2605, An original bill to consolidate and
authorize certain programs and functions of
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration under the Department of Com-
merce; placed on the calendar,

By Mr. GARN, from the Committee
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs:

S. 2606. An original bill to authorize ap-
propriations for mass transportation; placed
on the calendar.

S. 2607. An original bill to amend and
extend certain Federal laws relating to
housing, community and neighborhood de-
velopment, and related programs, and for
other purposes; placed on the calendar.

By Mr. PERCY, from the Committee
on Foreign Relations:

S. 2608, An original bill to amend the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 and the Arms
Export Control Act to supplement existing
authorizations for security and development
assistance programs for the fiscal year 1983,
and for other purposes; placed on the calen-
dar.

By Mr. MELCHER:

S. 2609. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to establish a program of direct
loans to eligible veterans for the purchase
of residential property on which the Admin-
istrator of Veterans' Affairs has foreclosed
after default on loans guaranteed by the
Veterans’ Administration, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans' Af-
fairs.

By Mr. CHAFEE (for himself, Mr,
WEICKER, Mr. HEiNz, Mr. DUREN-
BERGER, Mr. MiTcHELL, Mr. Baucus,
Mr. Symms, Mr. WarLLop, Mr. BENT-
sEN, Mr. BoscHwITZ, Mr. D'AmaTo,
Mr, Nunn, Mr. Sasser, Mr. Dixon,
Mr. Rupman, Mr. HuppLEsTON, and
Mr. GORTON):

S. 2610. A bill to delay Treasury regula-
tions on the debt-equity issue; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. CHAFEE (for himself,
Mr. WEICKER, Mr. HEINZ, Mr.
DURENBERGER, Mr. MITCHELL,
Mr. Bavcus, Mr. Symms, Mr.
WaLropr, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr.
Boscawirz, Mr. D’AmaTo, Mr.
NunnN, Mr. Sasser, Mr. DIxXon,
Mr. Ruopman, Mr. HUDDLESTON,
and Mr. GORTON):

S. 2610. A bill to delay Treasury reg-
ulations on the debt-equity issue; to
the Committee on Finance.

DEBT-EQUITY REGULATIONS OF THE TREASURY
e Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, today
I am introducing legislation regarding
IRS’s proposed regulations on section
385 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954. If Congress takes no action,
these regulations defining corporate
debt and equity shall take effect on
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July 1, 1982, and, as currently drafted,
will sharply curb the flow of capital to
small and growing American business-
es. This bill blocks the proposed regu-
lations and directs the Secretary of
the Treasury to take into account rele-
vant legislative history if new regula-
tions under section 385 are promul-
gated.

To understand the rationale for such
regulations, some background is help-
ful. Federal income tax law requires
that a distinction be made between
debt and equity for at least two rea-
sons. First, interest on debt is deducti-
ble by the borrowing corporation
while dividends on preferred stock are
not. Second, the holder of a debt in-
strument when receiving the principal
pays no taxes while the owner of pre-
ferred stock who collects the original
purchase price for the stock may pay
taxes on this amount as ordinary divi-
dend income.

Over the past 50 years, the gquestion
of deciding whether an instrument
was debt or equity has fallen to the
Federal courts. The courts have devel-
oped reasonable approaches to the
debt-equity issue, reviewing such fac-
tors as whether a corporation’s share-
holders held the instrument in gener-
ally the same proportions as their
holdings of common stock and wheth-
er the lender acted as an independent
creditor. The situations in which this
issue arises are disparate, and the
courts have not established any rigid
tests or formulas for distinguishing
debt from equity, instead passing upon
each concrete, factual situation. Of
course, this case law, which represents
the court’s judgments in many situa-
tions, has left gray areas in which liti-
gation is often necessary to reach a
conclusion.

In 1969, responding to the conglom-
erate merger wave, Congress enacted
section 385 of the code, granting the
Secretary of the Treasury authority to
promulgate regulations which “shall
set forth factors to be taken into ac-
count” in making the debt-equity de-
termination. The Senate Finance
Committee report specifically stated
that the Secretary of the Treasury
was granted the “authority to promul-
gate regulatory guidelines * * *
[which] are to set forth factors to be
taken into account” in making the
debt-equity determination in “a par-
ticular factual situation * * *" The
report used the words “guidelines” six
times and the word “factors” seven
times in the one-page explanation of
the new section 385.

Because the Congress, like the
courts, recognized that the debt-equity
question arises in a myriad of con-
texts, a rigid set of formulas or defini-
tive rules for making this determina-
tion were not set forth either in the
law or contemplated in regulations.
Rather, Congress intended that the
regulations should codify and clarify
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the reasonable approach of the case
law, establishing the general guide-
lines and specific factors relevant to
making the debt-equity determination,
while leaving to the courts the applica-
tion of these guidelines to the concrete
situations when disputes arose. In
short, providing clear guidelines would
establish an equitable way for deter-
mining whether a financing were debt
or equity and would reduce greatly the
need for litigation.

Nevertheless, the section 385 regula-
tions now scheduled to take effect on
July l1—the revised product of rules
first published in 1980—go far beyond
congressional intent and, indeed, con-
stitute a needlessly complex maze of
highly technical and complicated
rules. There are more than 40 pages of
confusing and arbitrary rules, sub-
rules, definitions, exceptions, safe har-
bors, and rules of convenience. A busi-
nessman cannot read one portion of
the proposed regulations without read-
ing and analyzing dozens of other defi-
nitions, exceptions, et cetera. The
complexity of these proposed regula-
tions will require small businesses to
hire substantially more expert profes-
sional assistance—more legal and ac-
counting fees—and will entail longer
delays in the making of investment de-
cisions.

While the tortuousness of these reg-
ulations is a significant indictment, es-
pecially in light of the administra-
tion's commitment to simplified Gov-
ernment regulation of business, the
real danger of the present section 385
is that they will halt much of the flow
of additional capital to small business-
es. A simple example can perhaps best
illustrate this point. A common prae-
tice in small firms is for a major share-
holder to lend to the company on a
short-term basis in an informal
manner, for instance to meet payroll
or expand inventory. If a loan were
made and neither repaid with any in-
terest nor within 120 days after the
end of the fiscal year, the regulations
mandate that in most cases the IRS
could tax the repayment as a dividend.
Indeed, if this same sum were loaned
for the same time over a successive
number of years, each repayment
could be considered a dividend and
taxed at a rate of up to 50 percent.
Should this issue be raised on an
audit, the individual could also owe in-
terest at a 20-percent annual rate on
the tax deficiency. With this source of
short-term financing put off limits
except at a burdensome penalty, per-
haps only a bank will loan a cash-
strapped business the needed money
and then only at the record interest
rates now prevailing.

The chilling effect of these regula-
tions as written on capital formation
exists not only for established small
businesses but also, and perhaps more
importantly, for brandnew firms with
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an innovative product or service. A
company—or individual—with an im-
portant new technological advance is a
particularly risky investment for there
is not yet a market for its product.
Traditional financial institutions will
usually not bankroll such risky busi-
nesses, and often the only source of fi-
nancing for expansion is a venture
capitalist. In order to risk money on
such young corporations, though, a
venture capital firm must share in the
potentially high profits by holding tra-
ditional debt instruments which are
convertible into stock or provide for
an interest rate contingent on a corpo-
ration’s earnings or financial perform-
ance.

Yet, the proposed regulations allow
such hybrid debt instruments to qual-
ify as debt only if they meet a Byzan-
tine set of conditions. For example, a
hybrid instrument not held propor-
tionately will be treated as debt only if
the present value of the instrument’s
straight debt payments is more than
50 percent of its fair market value. To
compute this present value, one ig-
nores any convertibility feature, as-
sumes the smallest possible payment
at the latest possible date, and dis-
counts such payments by a rate
“within the normal range of rates paid
to independent creditors * * * on simi-
lar instruments by corporations of the
same general size and in the same gen-
eral industry, geographie location, and
financial condition [as the corporation
issuing the instrumentl.” The 50 per-
cent present value test ingores not

only the practical difficulties of deter-

mining this hypothetical interest
rate—it is generally impossible to de-
termine accurately the rate at which
such a corporation could make subor-
dinated loans without any conversion
or contingency feature—but also the
fact that slight variations in the fair
market rate are often critical to ascer-
taining whether the instrument is con-
sidered debt or equity.

In my opinion, impeding the flow of
capital to these companies on the
frontier of technology will have impor-
tant dynamic ramifications for our
enonomy. The American economy is
now going through a major wave of
change restructuring the face of
American business. Our country is
moving from its predominant reliance
on capital-intensive heavy industry
toward knowledge-intensive compa-
nies. The businesses which will be the
General Motors, Du Pont, and Alcoa
of the next generation are shaky
young firms today or may not even
exist. If the Congress allows these pro-
posed regulations to take effect, the
venture capital players will stop in-
vesting their money in long-shot com-
panies, which, while admittedly the
most risky, may become the founda-
tion of our economy in 20 or 30 years.
Indeed, if Congress accepts the
Treasury's rationale that “the ad-
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vantage of objective rules in providing
certainty outweigh the disadvantage
of not providing the theoretically cor-
rect outcome in every case,” the subse-
quent development of our economy’s
structure may result in less innovation
and lower productivity and growth.

One other important point bears
mentioning. The Treasury has stated
that these regulations are ‘“revenue
neutral”.

The Federal Treasury will not lose
money if the proposed section 385 reg-
ulations are not in place, but allowing
these rules—drafted from the mono-
maniacal view of setting “good tax
policy"—to take effect could seriously
disrupt the essential capital formation
for small and growing American busi-
nesses.

The bill which I introduce today is
relatively simple. It recognizes that a
distinction must be made between debt
and equity but, unlike the proposed
section 385 regulations, acknowledges
the relevant legislative history and the
negative effect of these regulations on
small independent businesses. This
legislation blocks the current regula-
tions from taking effect, directs the
Secretary of the Treasury to take cog-
nizance of this legislative history if he
chooses to adopt new regulations
under section 385, and prohibits new
regulations from affecting any stock
or instrument issued or obligation
made until 180 days after the Treas-
ury submits them to the Congress.

My bill, then, will block these
unduly tortuous section 385 regula-
tions which will hinder the creation
and growth of small business. Perhaps
more importantly, however, enacting
this legislation will signal continued
congressional recognition of the im-
portance of small, growing companies,
the engines of job creation and innova-
tion, to the weal of our economy. Over
the past few years, Congress has acted
on several fronts to reduce the bur-
dens on small business, for example,
by passing the Small Business Invest-
ment Incentive Act of 1980, which
loosened some unnecessary strictures
on the operation of business develop-
ment companies and by cutting the
maximum capital gains tax rate from
28 percent to 20 percent as part of last
year'’s Economic Recovery Tax Act.
Permitting the Treasury to put in
force the proposed regulations would
create a new and significant artificial
burden for small business, particularly
onerous and ill-advised in light of the
sky-high interest rates and greatly in-
creased small business bankruptcies of
the present recession; such action
would also be diametrically opposed to
the policy course Congress has taken
in the last few years to ease the bar-
riers preventing small business from
thriving. I, therefore, urge my col-
leagues to join me in seeing that this
modest legislation passes the Senate
as soon as possible.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp the
text of the bill to delay Treasury regu-
lations on the debt-equity issue.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 2610

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES

The Congress finds that—

(a) for several reasons the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 requires (as did its prede-
cessors) that a tax distinction be made be-
tween debt and equity.

(b) For more than 50 years, whenever the
Internal Revenue Service has challenged a
taxpayers' characterization of indebtedness,
the federal courts have reviewed the con-
crete factual situation presented by the case
and made a reasonable determination of
whether the indebtedness constituted debt
or equity.

{c) Because there have never been statuto-
ry or regulatory guidelines to aid in the fed-
eral courts in making this determination,
Congress in 1969 enacted section 385 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954, granting
the Secretary of the Treasury authority to
promulgate general regulatory 'guidelines”
setting forth “factors” to be taken into ac-
count in distinguishing between corporate
debt and equity.

(d) Because the debt-equity question
arises in a myriad of contexts, Congress rec-
ognized in 1969 that it was not possible to
set forth in law or regulations a rigid set of
formulas or definitive rules for making such
determinations. Rather Congress intended
that such regulations would codify and clar-
ify the reasonable approach of the case law,
elaborating on the general guidelines and
the specific factors to be considered, but
leaving to the courts the application of
these guidelines and the evaluation of these
factors in concrete factual situations.

(e) The regulations issued under section
385 which are currently scheduled to
become effective on July 1, 1982, violate this
congressional intent by imposing rigid for-
mulas and definitive rules rather than gen-
eral guidelines and factors to be evaluated
in individual cases.

(f) It is essential for small, independent
businesses to understand the regulations,
but the regulations currently scheduled to
become effective July 1, 1982, are not under-
standable to such businesses.

SECTION 2. REGULATIONS NOT TO TAEKE
EFFECT: NEW REGULATIONS TO
BE PROPOSED

(a) Regulations Not to Take Effect.—No
regulations determining whether an interest
in a corporation is to be treated under sec-
tion 385 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 as stock or indebtedness shall apply to
any instrument or stock issues, or obligation
made, before 180 days after any proposed
regulations under subsection (b) are submit-
ted by the Secretary of the Treasury or his
delegate to the Congress.

(b) Proposed Regulations.—If the Secre-
tary of the Treasury or his delegate chooses
to adopt regulations under section 385 of
such Code he is instructed to take cogni-
zance of section 1 and such regulations, if
any, shall be consistent with the findings
under section 1.

e Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President,
today I join with Senators CHAFEE,
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- HEINZ, DURENBERGER, MITCHELL,
Baucus, Symms, WaLLoP, BENTSEN,
BoscEwITz, D'AMATO, NUNN, SASSER,
DixoN, RupmanN, HvuUDDLESTON, and
GorToN in introducing legislation to
block the implementation of the U.S.
Treasury’s proposed regulations under
section 385 of the Internal Revenue
Code.

Section 385 of the Internal Revenue
Code, enacted in 1969, authorizes the
Secretary of the Treasury to issue reg-
ulations to determine when an instru-
ment issued by a corporation is a debt
instrument and when it is an equity
instrument.

In March 1980, 11 years after enact-
ment, the Treasury issued the first set
of proposed regulations under section
385. The regulations were modified
and finalized on December 31, 1980,
and scheduled to go into effect on May
1, 1981. Subsequently, the effective
date was changed to January 1, 1982
and finally on January 5, 1982, the 385
regulations were amended again and
reproposed with an effective date of
July 1, 1982.

That is where we are at right now.
And Mr. President, after taking a look
at the product of Treasury’s labors, all
I can say is it is time to send them
back to the drawing board once again.

After 11 years, the Treasury has pre-
sented us with 40 pages of confusing
and arbitrary rules, subrules, excep-
tions, exemptions, qualifications, defi-
nitions, safe harbors and rules of con-
venience. These things read like a Chi-
nese puzzle, and what is worse, they
fly in the face of everything we have
been working to do recently to aid
small businesses in these difficult eco-
nomic times.

If our small businesses are to grow,
they must have access to venture cap-
ital. This applies not only to new firms
just starting out, but also to mature,
well-established businesses that may
be going through some tough times
right now.

Under these convoluted, conflicting
and counterproductive regulations,
vital access to venture capital will be
effectively denied, just when our small
businesses need it most.

As proposed, the section 385 rules
could classify certain types of new fi-
nancing transactions, traditionally
treated as corporate debt, as equity.
This is critically important to small
business because interest on debt is de-
ductible by the payer corporation
while dividends on equity are not de-
ductible. In addition, the holder of a
debt instrument who receives repay-
ment of the principal amount of his
debt is not taxed on the amount of
principal repaid, while the holder of
an equity instrument who receives
back the original purchase price for
the instrument may be taxed on such
repayment as an ordinary income divi-
dend if he continues to hold a substan-
tial equity interest in the corporation.
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I do not need to tell anyone who has
ever been involved in the running of a
business or who has ever owned his
own business what kind of disastrous
effect this sort of measure would have
on that business.

Mr. President, not only would these
misguided regulations greatly impede
the ‘efforts of all sectors of Govern-
ment and private industry to encour-
age capital formation through venture
capital investments, but they would do
so in terms which could not be under-
stood by the vast majority of the
American public.

Up until now, guidance for distin-
guishing between debt and equity has
been provided by the courts in case
law. Now, to be sure, our learned
judges do not always write in terms
which can be easily read and under-
stood by the common man, but believe
me, these regulations are worse. Even
if a small business wanted to comply
with what the Treasury is proposing
in 385, it would take a team of highly
paid accountants and lawyers to deci-
pher the regulations first.

At a time when the emphasis of this
administration elaims to be on simpli-
fying and streamlining Government
regulations, this thing appears to have
come straight out of the dark ages.
Small business owners, lawyers, and
accountants, all tell me the same
thing: These regulations are incompre-
hensible to the point of being ridicu-
lous, and thus, will be impossible to
apply with any degree of certainty.

I am not the only one who has been
hearing complaints about the pro-
posed regulations. On March 10, 1982,
the Internal Revenue Service held a
hearing to take testimony and com-
ments on the proposal. The message—
from representatives of large and
small companies, tax attorneys, finan-
cial experts and accountants—was
clear: The regulations are ambiguous,
complex, and extremely difficult to
apply. Conclusion? They should be
scrapped.

Still others have been speaking out
in opposition to the Treasury’s propos-
al.

On April 22, 1982, The National Advisory
Council to the Senate Committee on Small
Business, a group of 25 small business men
and women from around the country, met in
Washington and passed a resolution asking
for immediate repeal of section 385 of the

Internal Revenue Code. This was the
number one priority of the Council at its
spring meeting.

In February of this year, the tax section
of the American Bar Association, at its mid-
year meeting, criticized the proposed regula-
tions for being overly lengthy and complex,
for placing a substantial burden of small
business, and for continuing to fail to use
the fair market value of a corporation's
assets in determining its debt-to-equity
ratio. By a wide margin, the tax section's
committee on closely held companies recom-
mended that the proposed regulation be
withdrawn and that the Treasury start from
scratch with a different approach.
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On May 4 and 5, 1982, Small Business
United, one of the most broadly based small
business coalitions in the country, presented
its legislative priorities to the Congress.
Heading the list was a recommendation for
repeal of section 385.

Additionally, the National Associa-
tion of Small Business Investment
Companies and the National Venture
Capital Association have voiced their
strong opposition to the proposed reg-
ulations. The membership of these
two organizations accounts for about
85 percent of all professional organiza-
tions operating in the American ven-
ture capital industry in terms of
assets.

The venture capitalists correctly
point out that their regulations, if pro-
mulgated, will apply to every new and
existing corporation that is attempting
to raise additional capital. The effect
of these regulations will be to impede
the raising of capital from the venture
industry because certain types of tra-
ditional venture capital transactions
such as convertible notes and contin-
gent interest rate notes may be treated
as equity instruments.

The tax ramifications of such treat-
ment would, in many cases, destroy
the economics of these highly risky
financings to the extent that many
venture investments in young and
growing businesses will become unat-
tractive. The Venture Capitalists con-
tend that this result could occur be-
cause the proposed section 385 regula-
tions contain lengthy and confusing
objectives tests that are patently arti-
ficial and bear no relation to standards
used in the marketplace by the Ameri-
can financial community.

Other representatives of the small
business community opposed to the
implementation of the section 385 pro-
posed regulations include the National
Association of Wholesalers/Distribu-
tors and the National Small Business
Association, both of which are broadly
based small business ogranizations.

So obviously, Mr. President, I am
not the only one voicing concern over
the Treasury's proposal. Responsible
representatives of almost every sector
of our economy have examined these
regulations and found them seriously
lacking.

In my view, to go ahead with these
regulations now would not only be
wrong in terms of the negative effects
it would surely have on our small busi-
ness community, it would be irrespon-
sible. To allow these regulations to go
into effect would indicate negligence
on the part of the Congress and would
send a clear signal to the small busi-
ness community that we are not seri-
ous about reducing the burden of com-
plex Government regulations on small
business.

The bill we are introducing today
would permit the Treasury to redraft
these regulations if they so choose.
The proposal we have before us now is
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totally unacceptable to me and it
should be unacceptable to this admin-
istration. It is time we realize that our
best hope for the restored economic
health of this Nation is the renewed
economic health of our small business-
es. We will never achieve that health
with this kind of economic prescrip-
tion.e

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

8. 1564
At the request of Mr. WEICKER, the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1564, a
bill entitled the “American Tuna Pro-
tection Act.”
S. 1951
At the request of Mr. BENTSEN, the
Senator from Delaware (Mr. RoTH),
and the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
NunN) were added as cosponsors of S.
1951, a bill to change the penalties for
possession of controlled substances
under section 401(b) of the Controlled
Substances Act.
S. 1958
At the request of Mr. DoLE, the Sen-
ator from Louisiana (Mr. JOHNSTON)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1958, a
bill to amend title XVIII of the Social
Security Act to provide for coverage of
hospice care under the medicare pro-
gram.

5. 2148
At the request of Mr. HeLms, the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. DENTON)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 2148, a
bill to protect unborn human beings.

5. 2670

At the request of Mr. SaAsser, the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. HEFLIN),
the Senator from Kentucky (Mr.
Forp), the Senator from Montana
(Mr. MELCHER), and the Senator from
Oklahoma (Mr. BoreN) were added as
cosponsors of S, 2570, a bill to recog-
nize the special relationship between
Congress and organizations of war vet-
erans, to amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 to provide that a limit on
the tax exempt status of such organi-
zations shall apply only if such organi-
zations engage in substantial lobbying
on issues unrelated to veterans affairs,
the Armed Forces, or national defense,
and for other purposes.

SENATE RESOLUTION 367

At the request of Mrs. HAwWKINS, the
Senator from Washington (Mr. JACK-
soN) was added as a cosponsor of
Senate Resolution 367, a resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Senate with
respect to recognition of the Red
Shield of David of the Magen David
Adom by the International Committee
on the Red Cross.

NOTICES OF HEARINGS

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS AND RESERVED
WATER

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I

would like to announce for the infor-
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mation of the Senate and the public
the scheduling of a 2-day workshop on
the subject of land protection and
management. The workshops will be
held on Monday, June 14, and Tues-
day, June 15, beginning at 9 a.m. and
concluding at 5 p.m. in room 3110 of
the Dirksen Senate Office Building.

The workshop will consider in more
detail some of the issues raised during
a similar workshop held by the sub-
committee last year on alternatives to
public land acquisition and land pro-
tection policies, in addition to taking a
closer look at the issue of private own-
ership versus Federal retention.

Secretary of the Interior James
Watt is among a group of distin-
guished administration officials, Fed-
eral and State land managers, industry
representatives, private landowners,
conservation groups, and tax law ex-
perts who have been invited to partici-
pate in the 2-day roundtable discus-
sion.

For further information regarding
the workshop you may wish to contact
Mr. Tony Bevinetto of the subcommit-
tee staff at 224-0613 or Mr. George
Shiehl at 287-7251.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND MINERAL
RESOURCES

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public
the scheduling of a public hearing
before the Subcommittee on Energy
and Mineral Resources to consider the
national materials and minerals pro-
gram plan and report to Congress
issued by the President on April 5,
1982. The hearing will be held on
Tuesday, June 29, beginning at 9:30
am. in room 3110 of the Dirksen
Senate Office Building.

Those wishing to testify or who wish
to submit written statements for the
hearing record should write to the
Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral
Resources, room 3104, Dirksen Senate
Office Building, Washington, D.C.
20510.

For further information regarding
these hearings you may wish to con-
tact Mr. Roger Sindelar of the sub-
committee staff at 224-4236.

Mr. President, I would like to an-
nounce for the information of the
Senate and the public the scheduling
of public hearings before the Subcom-
mittee on Energy and Mineral Re-
sources to continue consideration of
America’s role in the world coal export
market. On Tuesday, July 27, the sub-
committee will receive testimony of
foreign coal ports and the internation-
al transportation of coal; and on
Thursday, July 29, the subcommittee
will receive testimony on the condition
of America’s coal ports. Both hearings
will begin at 9:30 a.m. in room 3110 of
the Dirksen Senate Office Building.

Those wishing to testify or who wish
to submit written statements for the
hearing record should write to the
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Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral
Resources, room 3104, Dirksen Senate
Office Building, Washington, D.C.
20510.

For further information regarding
these hearings you may wish to con-
tact Mr. Roger Sindelar of the sub-
committee staff at 224-4236.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

SENATOR DOMENICI ADDRESSES
UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA
GRADUATES

® Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, re-
cently the chairman of the Budget
Committee, our distinguished col-
league, Senator DoMENICI, was asked
to deliver the commencement address
at the University of Virginia. His ad-
dress was enthusiastically received by
the graduating students, the faculty,
and the guests present, and I am
proud that that speech has become
part of the history of that outstanding
institution of higher learning.

Mr. President, Senator DOMENICI's
address should be included in the
REcORD because I believe it is good
advice for not only Mr. Jefferson’s
school, but young men and women
across the Nation.

The address follows:

COMMENCEMENT ADDRESS, UNIVERSITY OF
VIRGINIA

(By Senator PeTE V. DOMENICI)

I was asked to speak for thirty minutes at
this occasion. However, I have worked hard
on this speech in order that I will belabor
you with it for only fifteen or twenty min-
utes. I hope that you will appreciate this so
much that you will clap at least for brevity,
if not for any wisdom my remarks may con-
tain.

I say this especially since I can't remem-
ber myself who gave the remarks at my
graduation either from high school or from
college.

However, I remember what my father said
after I proudly got my diploma from the
University of New Mexico: ‘“Va bene, cafoni;
cosa desiderate domani?” And for those of
you not blessed with Italian parents, that
means, “Okay, Bigshot, what's next?"”

Not bad, is it? Just the proper message for
a cocky kid who thinks he has a lock on the
future.

What next, indeed.

Let's think together about where you are
going now. After the parties and after the
summer, then what.

As one of my senior staff members says,
“Welcome to the NBA—the National Bas-
ketball Association.” I asked him what that
means, and he replied, “That's what they
say to a hot-shot rookie after Moses Malone
knocks his shot 15 rows up in the stands.”

After today, a lot of your shots are going
to be blocked. But, a lot are going to go in,
too.

And, the nagging fear many of you may
feel as you look out over these beautiful
hills at the future is that you don't know
what will work for you and what won't.

So, let me give you this thought—what-
ever you do, try to make yourself happy. Do
what you like to do, what you want to do.
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But, and this is the rub, make sure you
really know what you want to do. That's the
terrible price freedom and democracy ex-
tract—they force us to think and make
choices. Since we are allowed to do almost
anything in this society, the heavy burden
of making ourselves happy falls almost ex-
clusively upon ourselves. We have no tyrant
making all cl}oices for us, no benevolent dic-
tator acting as caring father and mother.
It's all up to us.

I want to quote John Stuart Mill here. “I
never, indeed, wavered in the conviction
that happiness is the test of all rules of con-
duct, and the end of life. But I now thought
that this end was only to be attained by not
making it the direct end. Those only are
happy who have their minds fixed on some
object other than their own happiness; on
the happiness of others, on the improve-
ment of mankind, even on some art of pur-
suit, followed not as a means, but as itself
an ideal end. Aiming thus at something else,
they find happiness by the way. The enjoy-
ments of life are sufficient to make it a
pleasant thing, when they are taken en pas-
sant, without being made a principal object.
Once make them so, and they are immedi-
ately felt to be insufficient. Ask yourself
whether you are happy and you cease to be.
The only chance is to treat, not happiness,
but some end external to it, as the purpose
of life.”

Or as Iowa Bob, the old football player
and weightlifter in John Irving's book, “The
Hotel New Hampshire,” put it, “You've got
to get obsessed and stay obsessed.”

Now, what should you get obsessed about,
I don't know. Nureyev said, “Somehow life
tastes better when I dance,” For me, politics
make life taste better, for others teaching,
for others race-car driving. Seek your obses-
sion and thank the Lord when you find it.
Many never do, and are never fulfilled.

You will seek your obsession in a rare soci-
ety. As you seek happiness, what kinds of
responsibilities do you have in this democra-
cy? This is more than a rhetorical question,
and the answer is not obvious.

It has been written that “democracy is
one of the few systems that has ever been
willing to risk a long period of confusion
and mixed purposes for the sake of giving
man a chance to grow up in mind and re-
sponsibility.” I urge you to cherish this
system. I urge you to think about it, short-
comings and all. The old certificates we got
from Catholic School said, “Don’'t stop
learning about God.” I would add, don't
stop learning about this system either. I
promise you one thing—you are going to
learn more in the next 20 years than you
have learned in the past 20, and I hope that
you learn most about this extraordinary ex-
periment we are trying in America.

Almost T0 years ago, in a time we now
have deemed in our arrogance to have been
simpler, less demanding, Woodrow Wilson
said, “Patriotism, properly considered, is not
a mere sentiment; it is a principle of action
or rather is a fine energy of character and
of conscience operating beyond the narrow
circle of self-interest. Every man should be
careful to have an available surplus of
energy over and above what he spends upon
himself and his own interests, to spend for
the advancement of his neighbors, of his
people, and of his nation.” That sounds a lot
like that John Stuart Mill quote I men-
tioned earlier, doesn't it?

But, are these mere words? Do they mean
anything in the real world, the NBA, as we
called it earlier?

Those words have marched millions of
Americans to battle; have moved this nation

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

to spend billions of dollars in foreign aid
and tens of billions each year for the needy
and destitute of our land; and have prompt-
ed acts of private and public charity un-
matched by any other society in the history
of the world.

If this Nation is going to continue to make
anything out of its experiment with democ-
racy, it will be because you have been care-
ful to have an available surplus of energy to
spend on others.

So, then, I have given you two pieces of
advice, Seek happiness in action; seek serv-
ice in love.

Now, let me give a third piece of advice.
Stand up for something, or you'll roll over
for everything.

How does that work, you might ask.

Let me give you an example, and I hesi-
tate to use this example because it involves
my work of the past several months. But, if
you'll allow me to talk about myself for a
second, I will.

I think we have to reform the Social Secu-
rity System. I don’t think any question re-
mains about it. And, I think we have to
reform it this year. We have a moral respon-
sibility in the Congress to save the system,
even in this year, an election year.

As many of you in this audience know,
those of us who are urging this action are
not real popular with a lot of our colleagues
in the Congress. They say, ‘“Wait, guys,
until the November elections are over. And,
even then, we can cover up the problem for
a few more years.”

The Senate Budget Committee said, “No.
No more cover-up and no excuses about
election year politics. We need to do our job
now."”

For those of you who believe that political
courage is automatically rewarded, let me
enlighten you. The mail to the Senate
Budget Committee has been running about
ten to one against us. Organized groups are
plastering our names in every newsletter
they publish, accusing us of trying to dis-
mantle the system. Even the Administration
is queasy about tackling Social Security.

Yet, the Senate this past week took the
first step toward solving Social Security.
And, I believe that the American people are
beginning to move to our side. I sense it
more and more every day. Because, what
many of us are saying is simply true. Over
time, we will win this battle and we will
make Social Security solvent. And, we will
bring peace of mind to millions of elderly
Americans.

But, if it had not been for just a few
people, many of them Senators and Con-
gressmen even this sophisticated audience
may now know well, we would not be this
far along. They stood up for something.

To quote once again. “Have the courage to
live. Any one can die." And, for those who
think that courageous things can happen
only in big arenas—like legislators or natu-
ral capitals—or only in dramatic ways, like
the extraordinary valor shown on the bat-
tlefield, let me say this. Everyday living re-
quires courage. It will take a great deal of
courage for you to seek happiness and to
take a chance on yourselves. Remember,
though, you rarely regret what you do. You
almost always regret what you didn’t try.

This is a good society, a decent society.
But, it will remain so only if you do yvour
share, in your own way. Seek happiness in
action; seek service by giving a little of your-
self to those around; stand up for something
when vou can. And keep pushing, which is
my fourth little piece of advice.

That means—realize how extraordinary
this system is, using capitalism and freedom
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in order to provide so much good for so
many. But, don't get lazy about it. Yes, our
economic and political systems are unique,
but they aren’t perfect. Let's keep this great
economic machine alive and well, but let’s
keep working with it and for it so that those
who cannot help themselves get help.

I have been told that it is socially grace-
less to talk about love. Well, let me try
anyway.

What I have been talking about today is,
in many ways, love. Love yourself by seeking
happiness. Love others by giving of yourself.
Love the truth by standing for something.
Respect our economic and political system
by pushing it to a higher standard.

That extra energy that Wilson talked
about as patriotism, that obsession that
Iowa Bob told us to get, and better taste
that Nureyev gets from dancing, all revolve
around loving. Don’'t get cynical about that.

And, speaking about cynicism, I hope that
the healthy skepticism our education
system has given you will not turn into a
bitter cynicism. I hope you will recognize
failings of institutions reveal only the fail-
ings of individuals, I hope, at the end, view-
ing these blemishes will allow you to see the
great opportunity to act, to make the fail-
ings less frequent. If we have taught you
that men can be evil, I hope that we have
taught you that men can be good; if we have
told you that politics is corrupt, I hope that
we also told you that politics is moral; if we
have shown you that our economic system
has flaws, I hope we can show that it bes-
tows blessings beyond any other system.
And, If you have learned that men have feet
of clay, I hope you can learn that they can
have spirits of purest flame.

It's a tough world out here. You don't
have any lock on the future. But, then, nei-
ther does anyone else. We are all in this to-
gether, equally powerless and powerful. If
we réemember our essential oneness, we will
have success; for each fear, bring courage;
for each neglect, give attention. So, my final
piece of advice must be that you remember
the greater community of which we are in-
extricably, in light and darkness, partners.

Get happy, get strong, take some chances,
love some things and somebody, and get out
there and help your neighbors. After all is
said and done, that about sums it up. Now
all you have to do is do it. If you do, what a
life you will have led.

Oh, I can’t go without the obligatory Jef-
ferson quote, can I? I searched all over for
one that would suit the occasion. I know
you have been inundated with Jefferson
since Day One here, but I finally found one
that's really good for a speech that is trying
to be both practical and philosophical:
“When angry, count to ten,” the great Jef-
ferson said. And, when very angry, count to
a hundred.” It works, my friends. Thank
you for having me.@

AWASH IN OIL—FACT OR
FICTION?

® Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, for
the third time since World War II
many persons are allowing themselves
to be fooled into thinking the oil crisis
was contrived. The Middle Eastern na-
tions want to perpetuate this belief, to
discourage a search for new energy
sources. By keeping oil prices down for
a year or two, development plans for
synfuels and other renewable energy
forms can be effectively delayed for 5




June 8, 1982

to 10 years. As shown by recent cancel-
lation of alternative fuels projects,
new projects need a $40 to $50 a barrel
price to be economic.

Many now say with present oil de-
control and future natural gas decon-
trol the energy crisis is over. They are
as dangerously wrong now as when the
Eisenhower administration stopped
the first U.S. synthetic fuels program,
believing the created international il-
lusion that the world was permanently
awash in oil.

Mr. President, if we are again sub-
scribing to this delusion, and if in fact
the majority believe that a commercial
scale synfuels industry will be a politi-
cal and not an economic choice, the
Synthetic Fuels Corporation (SFC) is
more important now than it was when
created 2 years ago.

On June 2, the SFC announced 37
proposals were received for its second
solicitation for synthetic fuels
projects. In releasing this information,
Edward E. Noble, chairman of the
SFC said:

The private sector’s continued commit-
ment to synthetic fuels development is
clearly illustrated by the strong response to
the corporation’s second solicitation. These
projects will be the pioneers of a new indus-
try. They will provide the foundation on
which a commercial synthetic fuels industry
can develop.

Mr. President, is the oil crisis over?
No; it is not. A June 1, 1982, article in
the New York Times “Periling Energy
Security,” authored by Stuart E. Ei-
zenstat President Carter’s chief do-
mestic policy adviser, illustrated this

clearly. I ask the article and my June 8
letter to Mr. Eizenstate on this crucial
subject matter be included as part of
the RECORD.

The material follows:

[From the New York Times, June 1, 1982]
PERILING ENERGY SECURITY
(By Stuart E. Eizenstat)

WasHINGTON.—A national tragedy is un-
folding. Now invisible, it will become evident
all too soon at enormous cost to America. It
is the crumbling of our infant alternative-
energy industry, which held such promise of
freeing the nation from its dangerous de-
pendence on foreign oil.

The most recent acts in this tragedy are
Exxon's termination of an oil-shale plant
that would have produced 50,000 barrels of
oil equivalent per day; the Administration's
deep cuts in solar-energy programs and al-
ternative-energy research; its chilly attitude
toward synthetic-energy programs, its total
reliance on crude oil decontrol; and the
beliei that with today's oil glut our energy
problems are over.

America has lost two opportunities to
regain the energy security it enjoyed earlier
in its history, and is on the verge of losing a
third.

The first occurred after World War II
when funding was stopped for Franklin D.
Roosevelt's wartime program to create syn-
thetic-energy pilot plants to develop the
technology that had met Germany's war-
time jet-fuel needs without crude oil. It was
stopped because discoveries of large quanti-
ties of crude oil created an illusion of a
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world permanently awash in oil. This illu-
sion persisted through the 1950's, when
Dwight D. Eisenhower imposed a quota to
keep out cheap foreign oil, and the 1960's,
when almost unnoticed the Organization of
Petroleum Exporting Countries was created,
domestic crude oil production leveled off,
and our dependence on foreign oil increased.

The second opportunity was lost after the
Arab oil embargo of 1973-T4, when crude oil
prices quadrupled. Despite significant ef-
forts by Richard M. Nixon and Gerald R.
Ford, and some modest legislative accom-
plishments, their energy programs foun-
dered on the rocks of indifference when an
oil glut stabilized prices in real terms from
1974 to 1978.

America got its third opportunity in 1979
when the Iranian revolution cut ofil supplies
and dramatically increased prices. Jimmy
Carter and a bipartisan coalition in Con-
gress launched an array of initiatives: crude
oil decontrol, a windfall-profits tax, a solar
bank, new conservation programs, and a
Synthetic Fuels Corporation to stimulate
private-sector production of 500,000 barrels
of synthetic-oil equivalent per day by 1987.

Yet, this historic opportunity is also being
lost. The corporation in more than 18
months has yet to help start its first proj-
ect. The solar bank is virtually dead. Con-
servation programs are decimated. The
Emergency Allocation Act is vetoed. The
Administration's plan to dismantle the
Energy Department has just been sent to
Congress. Once again, America is letting its
guard down because of a temporary oil glut.

Why won't President Reagan's policy of
total reliance on “the magic of the market-
place” provide energy security? Certainly,
energy policy has been flawed by Govern-
ment controls. Presidents Carter and
Reagan correctly decontrolled crude oil
Natural-gas decontrol should follow. But we
would be repeating our mistakes to rely ex-
clusively on the market: It fails to reflect
the economic impact of our dependence on
foreign oil. The price shocks of 1973 and
1979 initiated and perpetuated the economic
stagflation of the 1970’s. The last price in-
crease alone raised Western import costs by
$170 billion and made prices 9 percent
higher and the Western gross national prod-
uct $500 billion or 6 percent lower than they
otherwise would have been.

The market cannot fully reflect the na-
tional security implications of dependence
on oil from unstable countries. The econom-
ic power of Arab oil does influence our for-
eign and domestic policies. Sheik Ahmed
Zaki Yamani, Saudi Arabia’s Oil Minister,
said it was necessary to moderate oil prices
to discourage American alternative-energy
technologies from substituting for Saudi
crude oil Such discouragement may be in
Saudi Arabia’s interests but not America’'s.

Because world oil prices are so volatile and
unpredictable, they fail to provide an ade-
quate signal for private sector investment in
alternative energy. What seemed a profita-
ble investment with oil prices rising now
looks unappetizing. Private industry is
driven by short-term profit requirements,
not long-term energy decisions. Not so
OPEC, which is hardly dead. Its recent cap
on production levels is already firming up
prices.

We live in the twilight of the crude oil era,
with crude a dwindling resource. American
and OPEC energy production is unlikely to
rise dramatically. We must prepare now for
a future with scarce crude oil. The Govern-
ment must work with industry by creating
incentives to stimulate development of all
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alternatives to foreign oil, or again we will
mortgage our future to the temporary pleas-
ures of another oil glut, and again confront
national tragedy.
COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT
AND PuBLIC WORKS,
Washington, D.C., June 8, 1982.
Mr. STUART EIZENSTAT,
1110 Vermont Avenue NW.,
Washington, D.C.

Dear StuarT: 1 commend your article,
“Periling Energy Security,” in the June 1st,
edition of The New York Times.

The United States indeed remains vulner-
able to a cutoff in oil supplies from the
Middle East. This wvulnerability could be
eased by the production of synthetic fuels
from domestic resources, continued support
for a solar energy, and fully funded conser-
vation programs. If, as you point out, we do
manage to retain our third opportunity to
regain energy security by developing a syn-
fuels industry, that industry could boost the
economy by providing people with work and
by providing new markets for the nation's
coal, steel, lumber and concrete industries.

Another oil disruption, and it will come,
would reduce the output of manufacturing
and other firms that require oil products for
their various processes, which in turn would
reduce aggregate supply. World oil prices
woud again rise significantly. The price in-
creases would further depress our economy
as large amounts of money were transferred
from domestic consumers to foreign and do-
mestic producers. Inflation would rise.
Higher oil prices would ripple through the
economy, first through refined petroleum
products and then through all other prod-
ucts dependent on petroleum inputs. Again
the United States economy could suffer
lower output, increased unemployment and
higher inflation.

The national interest compels the contin-
ued development of a strong commercial al-
ternative fuel industry. Your comments ex-
press this challege in a positive and forth-
right manner.

Truly,
JENNINGS RANDOLPH.®@

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON THE
HANDICAPPED

® Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, it
gives me great pleasure to present to
my colleagues the executive summary
of the 1982 annual report of the Na-
tional Council on the Handicapped. In
accordance with Public Law 95-602,
the Rehabilitation, Comprehensive
Services, and Developmental Disabil-
ities Amendments of 1978, section 401
(6), this report was submitted to the
President, the Secretary of Health and
Human Services, the Secretary of Edu-
cation, and the Congress of the United
States.

The Council, its distinguished Chair-
man, Howard A. Rusk, M.D. and Exec-
utive Director, Carol Berman, have
done an outstanding job which reflects
the substantial effort and time that
the Council has invested in 1981. This
report contains an insightful critique
on the activities of the Rehabilitation
Services Administration and the Na-
tional Institute of Handicapped Re-
search, and a statement on the status
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of research concerning handicapped
persons in the United States. Among
the many topics covered by the Na-
tional Council on the Handicapped
during 1981, a dominant subject was
the current and potential impact of
executive and legislative proposals re-
lating to the future structure of pro-
grams concerning handicapped people.
From their thorough and intensive
study, the Council has developed
astute recommendations which I espe-
cially want to call to my colleagues’ at-
tention.

I ask that this executive summary
and table of contents be printed in the
RECORD.

The material follows:
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report to the President, the Con-
gress, the Secretary of Education and the
Secretary of Health and Human Services
from the National Council on the Handi-
capped complies with requirements of Sec-
tion 401(6) of the Rehabilitation, Compre-
hensive Services, and Developmental Dis-
abilities Amendments of 1978 (P.L. 95-602,
amending the Rehabilitation Act of 1973).
The Act requires that the Council submit a
report by March 31 of each year, containing
a report on the activities of the Rehabilita-
tion Services Administration (RSA) and the
National Institute of Handicapped Research
(NITHR), a statement on the status of re-
search concerning handicapped persons in
the United States, and such recommenda-
tions as the Council considers appropriate.

The report contains four sections and six
appendices. Section One describes activities
and accomplishments of the Council during
the year 1981, and sets the stage for the rest
of the report. Section Two briefly high-
lights programs of RSA and NIHR. Section
Three identifies several topics which were
of major concern to the Council over the
year, many still unresolved, and comments
on each issue. Section Four relates to the
status of research concerning handicapped
people, and includes summaries on ten
topics judged to be timely and illustrative of
the goals of NIHR and of the wide range of
research activities in the field. The appendi-
ces may be useful as references. The first
two supply information about the National
Coungil, (A) its membership and committee
structure and (B) its bylaws. Appendix C
supplies the agenda and a brief synopsis of
the forum held in May, 1981 on “The Place
of Disabled Persons in our Economy."” Ap-
pendix D contains the Council’s “Statement
of Policies Governing NIHR,"” which was de-
veloped during 1981 and approved in Sep-
tember. Appendix E contains a map which
shows the location of major centers funded
by NIHR during 1981, including new
awards. Appendix F supplements the status
of research report, and includes a list and
summary of RSA/NIHR sponsored “‘State
of the Art” workshops and lists the RSA/
NIHR supported. Institutes on Rehabilita-
tion Services and Institutes on Rehabilita-
tion Issues held during the years from 1973
to the present.,

This executive summary highlights some
of the major points which appear in greater
detail in the body of the report. Of the
many topies addressed by the Council
during the year, those which are particular-
ly germane to the policymaking process are
emphasized in this summary.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

MAJOR ACTIVITIES DURING 1981

During 1981, the National Council on the
Handicapped (NCH) channeled its energies
toward establishing written policies for
NIHR, toward developing a processs for
working with NIHR in setting annual fund-
ing priorities, toward initiating interactions
with its constituencies, and toward becom-
ing informed in a systematic way about the
wide range of federal programs affecting
handicapped people. The Council also devel-
oped its first Annual Report, established its
bylaws and an ogranizational structure for
accomplishing its work through committees
and task forces, held a public forum, and
took steps toward more fully meeting its as-
sessment and advisory responsibilities with
respect to rehabilitation services. One Com-
mittee of the Council met several times with
the RSA Commissioner or his designee and
with leaders of 21 national organizations
toward this end. The Council’s first forum
was held in May, 1981, and plans were made
for four forums during 1982. Another Com-
mittee of the Council met jointly with offi-
cials of NIH and the Director-Designate of
NIHR concerning mutual interests in re-
search relating to handicapped people. In-
formational panels served to bring the
entire Council together with policy makers
in government and with leaders of ograniza-
tions outside of the public sector.

One of the major undertakings of the
Council during 1981 was the development of
a “Statement of Policies Governing the Na-
tional Institute of Handicapped Research.”
The Council believes that its duty to estab-
lish general policies of NIHR called for an
explicit statement. Appendix D contains the
statement itself, which includes sixteen poli-
cies related to program, and nineteen poli-
cies related -to operations and procedures.
The statement is cited throughout the body
of the report.

Priorities f NIHR have been another
matter consuming Council attention in 1981.
Implementation of the original long-range
plan would have required annual appropria-
tions at levels two or three times those ex-
perienced by NIHR. Selected priorities thus
have been announced annually, with the un-
derstanding that awards would usually be
for multi-year projects and programs. The
question of how the Counecil would influ-
ence priorities was resolved through a great
deal of Council-Institute interaction and co-
operation. Timeliness, protection of confi-
dentiality to protect the fairness of competi-
tion, and avoidance of actual or apparent
conflict of interest on the part of Council
members have been issues faced during the
year. A special ad hoc task force of NCH
members who are not grantees or potential
grantees worked with NTHR staff in shaping
priorities which NIHR would announce for
uses of 1982 and 1983 funds.

RECURRENT CONCERNS OF THE NATIONAL
COUNCIL ON THE HANDICAPPED

Among the many topics covered by the
NCH during 1981, a dominant subject was
the current and potential impact of execu-
tive and legislative proposals relating to the
future structure of programs concerning
handicapped people. In a May 1981 letter to
the President of the United States, to the
leadership of Congress, to the Secretary of
Education, and to the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, the Council offered its
continuing support to the Administration

and conveyed the following specific recom-
mendations:

(1) That a strong federal role in assuring a
free appropriate education and adequate
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medical care for all handicapped children be
maintained;

(2) That the programmatic integrity of
the state rehabilitation programs be pro-
tected and that there be maintained a feder-
al agency with specific primary responsibil-
ity for assisting states in this activity;

(3) That some measure of priority in re-
spect . to eligibility for social services be
maintained for aged, blind and disabled per-
sons with low income;

(4) That the planning, coordinating and
advocacy provisions of the Developmental
Disabilities Assistance and Bill of Rights
Act be preserved;

(6) That the federal entity responsible for
support and promotion of applied research
and development related to counter-depend-
ency services and devices for handicapped
people be maintained and strengthened; and

(6) That practical aid for families caring
for a handicapped member, mediated by
community based agencies, public and pri-
vate, be made a priority of this Administra-
tion.

Another recurring concern of the Council
has been the regulatory reform activities of
the federal government. The Council has
been asked to review and comment on pro-
posed regulatory actions for the Architec-
tural and Transportation Barriers Compli-
ance Board (ATBCB), the Education for All
Handichpped Children Act (P.L. 94-142) and
the Rehabilitation Services Administration.
Briefings also were held on proposed
changes in accessibility requirements by the
Department of Transportation and on the
effect of actual and proposed legislative and
regulatory changes on programs adminis-
tered under the Social Security Act. In each
case, the primary concern on the part of of-
ficials representing the Administration has
been the reduction of regulatory burden,
complexity and cost; and strict adherence to
legislative mandates. The Council has asked
to be shown, but has not seen, evidence of a
strong commitment to monitoring and sup-
porting affirmative outcomes through tech-
nical assistance after the final regulations
have taken place. The Council appreciates
the unequivocal stand taken by the Admin-
istration in favor of a free and appropriate
education for all school aged handicapped
children. Nonetheless at the time the Coun-
cil heard proposed regulatory changes of
P.L 94-142, it advised the Assistant Secre-
tary for Special Education and Rehabilita-
tive Services that it could not comment
meaningfully on the proposals in the ab-
sence of a clearly articulated statement of
mission and strategy for accomplishing its
mission on behalf of handicapped school
children. When a panel on Architectural
Barriers informed the Council about an in-
tended rescission of the ATBCB's regula-
tions and the proposed elimination of the
Board, the Council voted to communicate
with the Congress its view that the Board
should remain in existence, and later also
supported the continuation of the Board's
interim guidelines.

OTHER COUNCIL ACTIONS RELATED TO NIHR AND
RSA ;

In reviewing activities of NIHR and RSA,
the Council has taken issue with some
grants management procedures expressed in
Department of Education or OMEB regula-
tions, which in the Council's view, are not in
the best interest of disabled people. Notable
among the concerns expressed by the Coun-
cil are the following:

Consideration of grant applicants’ past
records. Department of Education grant
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procedures (EDGAR) restricts NIHR's abili-
ty to consider an applicant’s past record
when evaluating grant applications. The
Council considers the new procedures con-
structive in deflecting an earlier perception
by professionals in the field that personal
influence has played an undue role in the
grant award process, but considers that too
heavy a reliance on technical merits which
can be measured objectively and quantita-
tively may reward applicants who write well
rather than those with demonstrated supe-
rior research performance or creativity. The
Council believes that past record—good or
bad—also is germane in evaluating grant ap-
plications.

Use of Discretionary Funds. The EDGAR
regulations restrict the ability of the Com-
missioner to use discretionary funds. The
Council acknowledges that by and large
these regulations are appropriate, but be-
lieves that a limited amount of funds should
be earmarked for the Commissioner to use
at his diseretion to support policy initia-
tives, as has been possible in the past.

Indirect Cost Rates. In light of NIHR’s
shrinking budget, the Council considers ex-
cessive the Department of Education’s al-
lowable indirect cost rates for grantees, es-
pecially as applied to NIHR. These rates are
considerably higher than those allowed for
the same grantees in previous years. Higher
indirect costs result in reduced returns on
NIHR’s research and development dollars,
since an ever increasing proportion is allo-
cated to university overhead. It is within
the authority of the Secretary of Education
to request that OMB change or permit an
exception to this policy. The Council has
recommended that the Secretary and OMB
consider permitting NIHR to set a ceiling on
allowable indirect costs for its grants.

Site Visits. The Council has strongly rec-
ommended in its statement of policies gov-
erning NIHR that site visits be made for
grants which will exceed $1 million over the
projected period of the grant. It remains un-
clear whether NTHR will be able to carry
out the Council’s directive on this aspect of
the review process because of shrinking re-
sources. In the Council's view, this would be
penny-wise and pound-foolish.

Programmatic issues within RSA and
NIHR have been called to the Council's at-
tention through its forum and meetings.
Issues related to RSA programs have been
basic poliey questions. Three are described
in this Annual Report.

Client Services. One concern heard by the
Council is that vocational rehabilitation
agencies may be focusing less energy on
client services than on the maintenance of
the service delivery system. Any system the
size and age of the VR system faces this po-
tential problem and needs constant efforts
to be vital and responsive to changing needs
and client expectations. The Commissioner
and the Council pledged to address and
assess this question during 1982.

Service Equity. Disabled minority popula-
tions and persons who are severely and
chronically ill most need access to rehabili-
tation services provided through state reha-
bilitation agencies. Clarification of more
specific client service objectives in RSA's
mission statement and policy initiatives
would clarify the expected level of effort in
this area.

VR Outcomes. The RSA Commissioner
has expressed concern about an inadequate
emphasis on client placement in competitive
employment. The Council hopes to assist
the Commissioner by suggesting appropri-
ate means for improving placements and for
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accommodating greater numbers of severely
disabled clients with fewer federal dollars.

A research related programmatic issue
called to the attention of the Council during
1981 was the discontinuation for technical
reasons of a publication called “The Inform-
er.” This was an information dissemination
mechanism of NIHR's Rehabilitation Re-
search and Training (R&T) Center pro-
gram, conducted from one of the R&T Cen-
ters. The NCH has recommended that a re-
placement be initiated as soon as possible
for this important medium.

When legislative opportunity arises, there
have been a few sections of the Rehabilita-
tion Act that the Council believes would be
useful to clarify. These pertain to definition
of handicapped individual for purposes of
NIHR's mission, role of federal scientists in
peer review, and interpreter services for
post secondary education.

The above recommendations follow from
discussion which appears in the body of the
report, primarily on pages 28-37. A few
other Council recommendations are inter-
spersed with discussions in other portions of
the report, and it is useful to cite them
here. For example,

The Council supports the goals of the
International Year of Disabled Persons and
encourages continued federal efforts toward
their attainment (page 3);

The Council recommends strengthening
the linkages between NIHR and NIH (page
6); and

The Council recommends consolidating
the number of annual reports required,
since some are redundant (page 11).

Finally, the report on the status of re-
search concerning” handicapped people in
the United States (Part Four of the Report)
includes recommendations for future re-
search on each of the selected topics. Since
these summaries are already consolidations,
they are not further condensed here. The
specific topics addressed in the status of re-
search report are listed in the Table of Con-
tents.

This Executive Summary concludes with
the philosophic comments which appears at
the beginning of the Report. Quoting the
Chairman of the Council, “Rehabilitation,
like society as a whole, is deeply involved in
the process of social change and ever chang-
ing value systems. Its research can no
longer be the avocation of the few but must
be a basic part of service program planning
and development.” The recognition of the
linkage between services and research is a
cornerstone of the Rehabilitation Act.
Much progress has been made over the
years in fostering the concept that research
should enhance but not be subordinated to
services and that a formal mechanism is
needed to assure that constituencies such as
consumer groups, clients, grantees and in-
dustry are consulted about the service and
research programs designed to involve and
serve them.

TABLE OF CONTENTS—EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
I. INPRODUCTION

A. Duties of the National Council on the
Handicapped.

B. Major Events in 1981.

C. Progress and Accomplishments of the
Council.

D. Future Plans of the National Council
on the Handicapped.
II. ACTIVITIES OF THE REHABILITATION SERV-

ICES ADMINISTRATION AND THE NATIONAL IN-

STITUTE OF HANDICAPPED RESEARCH

A. Activities of the Rehabilitation Services
Administration.

12903

B. Activities of the National Institute of
Handicapped Research.

C. Interagency Committee on Handi-
capped Research.

I11. ISSUES AND COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Administrative Purpose.

B. Regulatory Reform.

C. Grants and Contracts Management.

D. Data on Disabled People in Service and
Benefit Programs.

E. Needed Legislative Clarification.

F. Programmatic Issues.

G. NIHR Priority Setting Process.

IV. STATUS OF RESEARCH CONCERNING
HANDICAPPED PEOPLE IN THE UNITED STATES
A. Records of Congress.

B. Syntheses of Research: Functional As-
sessment; Chronic Back Pain; Microproces-
sor Technology, Transportation Policy; Re-
search on Peer Counseling; Placement Re-
search in Vocational Rehabilitation; Alter-
native Living Arrangements for Person with
Mental Impairments, Economic Benefits of
Vocational Rehabilitation Services; Federal
Data on Disabilities; and Information Dis-
semination and Utilization.

APPENDICES

A. Council Members: Addresses, Terms,
and Committee Assignments.

B. By-Laws of the National Council on the
Handicapped.

C. Agenda and Synopsis of NCH Public
Forum Held in May, 1981.

D. Policies Governing NIHR: Approved by
NCH in September, 1981.

E. Map of Centers Receiving Funds or
New Awards from NIHR in 1981.

F. Selected Resources: Status of Re-
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THE GM-ISUZU AGREEMENT

e Mr. TSONGAS. Mr. President, on
May 24 the United States lost yet an-
other round in its industrial competi-
tion with Japan. The General Motors
Corp. signed an agreement with Isuzu
Motors, Ltd. under which the Japa-
nese company will develop and manu-
facture a new model of subcompact
car. The new car, to be produced in
Japan, will rep.ace GM's popular
Chevette. GM is thus abandoning
plans to manufacture the so-called S-
car here in the United States.

I should like to share with my col-
leagues an analysis published on May
25 in the Wall Street Journal that ex-
plores the implications of GM's deci-
sion. The article is written by John
Schnapp, vice president of the distin-
guished, Boston-based consulting firm,
Harbridge House. Schnapp discusses
the alarming portents of the GM-
Isuzu contract as it relates to U.S.
competitiveness.

The GM decision calls into immedi-
ate question the future of over 60,000
employees who are now contributing
to the manufacturing of the Chevette.
Further, the decision ominously re-
veals the conviction of the healthiest
and largest U.S. auto manufacturer
that it can, despite its massive capital
modernization program, still produce
cars more economically in Japan than
in this country.
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There is no quick fix for this state of
affairs. Tariffs or import restrictions
cannot change the fundamental eco-
nomies of building a car in the United
States. We must undertake the long-
run structural changes necessary to
regain our competitive advantage.

I would like to challenge General
Motors. The company has analyzed
the comparative cost of producing cars
in Japan and the United States and
found against the United States. I call
upon GM to devise a plan of action
that would adjust the economic funda-
mentals. With the Isuzu contract,
General Motors presents the Nation
with a fait accompli. GM ought to tell
us more. It ought to outline the funda-
mental changes that would be re-
quired to manufacture the S-car more
efficiently in the United States.

A blue print for change no doubt
will include actions for government
and labor, as well as management. Not
everyone will agree with the specifics.
We need, however, a beginning toward
more cooperation between manage-
ment, labor, and government in solv-
ing our industrial problems.

By building its cars in Japan
through Isuzu, General Motors enjoys
the benefits of an economy that fos-
ters a sense of partnership among
business, labor, and government. I
hope that GM will work with the Gov-
ernment and labor here on an agenda
that would produce the same cost sav-
ings in the United States.

Mr. President, we simply cannot con-
tinue to lose manufacturing business
to other countries. Too often we are
stalemated by ideological debate con-
cerning the appropriate roles of busi-
ness, government, and labor. I would
like to see GM join in a dialogue
where we focus on specifics. Can we
recover the contract to build the S-
car? Maybe. But we will never know
unless the company closest to the
issue will step forward and specify
what is required.

Mr. President, I ask that Mr.
Schnapp’s comments be inserted in
the RECORD.

The material follows:

[From the Wall Street Journal, May 25,

1982]
GM SHAKES UP THE AUTO INDUSTRY
(By John B. Schnapp)

In mid-January Michael Juras, the Chey-
rolet Division’s chief engineer in charge of
small-vehicle programs, casually revealed a
change in the General Motors product
development plan. He indicated that GM
had decided to abort a project for producing
its S-car in the United States. “The S-car,”
Mr. Juras commented, “‘ran into some finan-
cial difficulties so it is not really a ‘go’
project by any stretch of the imagination.”
The story rated six lines on the front page
of the Jan. 18 Automotive News, a weekly
trade publication.

This week the news came that GM in 1984
will start to import up to 200,000 subcom-
pacts annually from Isuzu Motors Litd. of
Tokyo. This development confirms GM's ap-
parent belief that from a long-term stand-
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point, 409 of the American passenger-car
market must probably be conceded to for-
eign automakers. A look at the background
to this decision provides pertinent insights
into the events and issues that contributed
to GM's thinking about the future of the
company and the U.S. auto industry.

In the wake of the 1973 and 1979 oil
shocks, relative demand for subcompact cars
reached large proportions. Americans were
concerned about fuel prices and fuel avail-
ability. Possibly more important, the eco-
nomic uncertainty of the period caused
more car buyers to opt for less opulent vehi-
cles. Last year and the year before and the
yvear before that subcompact cars accounted
for nearly 40% of total new car purchases,
Six out of 10 of these subcompacts were im-
ports and most were Japanese.

The reaction of the domestic automakers
to the subcompact boom has been condi-
tioned largely by the economic factors in
that sector of the market, There is almost
as much direct labor involved in producing a
subcompact in the U.S. as in producing a
large car. However, prices for subcompacts
are established by foreign firms with lower
labor costs and with the benefits of greater
manufacturing scale and specialization. In
1980, for example, Toyota produced more
than three-quarters of a million Corollas,
nearly double the production of the largest
selling American-made subcompact. With-
out approximating Japanese production eco-
nomics, it would be impossible for U.S. man-
ufacturers to build subcompacts at accepta-
ble levels of profitability.

Nonethless, they tried.

CHRYSLER'S AND FORD'S EFFORTS

Chrysler, in the hands of a management
that was guiding it rapidly toward insolven-
cy, tried first. Three-and-a-half years ago it
introduced Omni/Horizon, a VW Rabbit
lookalike powered by an imported VW
engine. But Chrysler equipped only one as-
sembly plant to produce Omni/Horizon, a
scale of output too low to produce adequate
economies of scale, This decision virtually
assured the unprofitably of the product.

Ford made a larger commitment. In the
1981 model year it launched its Escort/Lynx
family. During their first full year on the
market these cars rolled up U.8. sales of
450,000. But the U.S. plants tooled up to
produce them have a two-shift annual ca-
pacity, without the use of overtime, nearly
twice that large. For Escort/Lynx to prove a
profitable product entry, a high proportion
of sales would have to be “‘upscale” versions
like the sporty EXP, which cost little more
to produce but carry prices 35% higher than
the basic model. And a much higher per-
centage of Escort/Lynx production capacity
would have to be tapped.

The situation confronted by GM was more
complex. GM's market position was strong-
est in the larger car size segments of the
market, segments that also were the most
profitable, And in 1975 GM had to develop
long-range plans which centered on the fed-
eral government's recently enacted fuel
economy regulatory structure. This struc-
ture was built around a device called ‘‘corpo-
rate average fuel economy,” which rapidly
was transformed into its acronym, CAFE.
Under the CAFE formula the average fuel-
efficiency level of GM cars sold in 1985 had
to exceed 27.5 miles per gallon; in 1974 GM’s
actual CAFE level was 12 miles per gallon.

This might have prompted GM to unleash
an effort to introduce phalanxes of attrac-
tive little cars and to persuade its customers
to shift to these from what George Romney
had characterized in the 19505 as “gas-guz-
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zling dinosaurs.” Apart from the doleful fi-
nancial consequences of such a strategy,
GM saw another large obstacle to it. By
1976, as the traumas of the first oil shock
had begun to dissipate, there seemed to be a
buyer shift away from subcompacts and
back toward larger cars again.

So at the very time GM was shaping its
long-term product development plan, it saw
itself as caught between buyers who still
wanted big cars and a government that
wanted high levels of fuel-efficiency. The
only plausible answer seemed to be an effort
to produce a generation of highly fuel-effi-
cient cars that offered the same amenities
that typical GM buyers demanded.

The product development program that
GM launched for the decade 1975-1985 has
been a mammoth and remarkable under-
taking. The capital investment levels associ-
ated with it each year are more than three
times as high as any the company had previ-
ously recorded. It has involved two cycles of
“re-sizing,"” each one trimming down in turn
the basic GM fullsize cars, then its midsize
vehicles and finally its compact sizes. By the
end of the second re-sizing cycle all three of
these families will have been transformed
into frontwheel drive versions with interior
space comparable to their gas-guzzling ante-
cedents but with fuel consumption levels of
less than half. Only when these transforma-
tions of the larger cars were completed did
GM plan to turn its technical hand and fi-
nancial resources to the introduction of a
wholly new subcompact, the S-car, original-
ly due for introduction in 1984 but subse-
guently postponed to 1985.

To reinforce its product line in the sub-
compact sector, GM decided to replace Vega
in late 1975 by transplanting to the U.S. a
small conventional subcompact introduced
in 1973 by its Brazilian and German subsidi-
aries. Called Kadet in Europe, it became
Chevette here.

Chevette, which involved negligible devel-
opment and adaptation cost and, because of
its conventional character, was relatively
cheap to build, became the GM entry in the
subcompact derby. GM has sold 1.9 million
Chevettes but, nonetheless, has never
gained more than about 15% of the subcom-
pact market. And it was to be Chevette, 12
years old by 1985, that was to be superseded
by the American S-car.

A FINANCIAL LOSER

In aborting its U.S. S-car project, GM is
almost certainly reflecting a view that no
matter how much of the subcompact sector
it might capture with the S-car and no
matter how cost-effectively it might mecha-
nize the S-car production process, the fore-
seeable labor content and labor cost would
make the S-car a financial loser.

By mid-March reports from Japan were
reaching the automotive trade press indicat-
ing that GM would increase its ownership in
Isuzu Motors Ltd. from its current 34.29
and that Isuzu would apply the additional
capital to the design and production of a
new subcompact vehicle it would export to
the U.S. in 1984 as a Chevette replacement.
The new car is likely to have a 90-inch
wheelbase, weigh 1,600 pounds and be pow-
ered by a 1.3-liter gas engine or a 1.5-liter
diesel engine. These specifications are simi-
lar to those of the S-car.

Thus, the most technically resourceful
and financially healthy American automak-
er seems to have concluded that U.S. facto-
ries cannot profitably compete in the larg-
est volume segment of the U.S. passenger
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car market, if not permanently then at least
for the next decade.

The decision should not significantly
affect the fortunes of the domestic auto-
makers. GM may conceivably become as
large an importer of Japanese vehicles as
Toyota or Datsun’s American subsidiaries.
Even Ford is backstopping its Escort/Lynx
bet by planning to import in 1984 large vol-
umes of a new, slightly smaller subcompact
being designed by Toyo Kogyo, the produc-
er of Mazda cars and a firm in which Ford
has acquired a 25% equity interest.

But the future for the American suppliers
of raw materials and components to Detroit
will certainly be a diminished one. It ap-
pears unlikely that an industry—automak-
ers, materials suppliers, components ven-
dors—which combined on four occasions to
produce in excess of nine million cars will
ever again see a seven million car year.e

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, if

there are any Senators who wish to
make statements during morning busi-
ness today, I would request they be no-
tified to come to the floor if they
intend to make such statements in this
period.

FILING OF VETERANS' AFFAIRS
COMMITTEE REPORTS ON S.
349 AND S. 2385

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reports of
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs on
S. 349 and S. 2385 being filed today
shall be deemed to have been filed on
May 28, 1982, in compliance with sec-
tion 402(a) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 and the order of
May 12, 1982, with respect to the dead-
line for the filing of certain committee
reports.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

ORDER FOR THE RECOGNITION
OF CERTAIN SENATORS ON
TOMORROW

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
Senators be granted a special order for
not to exceed 15 minutes on tomorrow,
Wednesday, June 9: Senator CHILES,
Senator BuMPERS, Senator LEVIN, Sen-
ator PrROXMIRE, and Senator CRAN-
STON.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

RECORD OPEN UNTIL 3 P.M.
TODAY

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I fur-
ther ask unanimous consent that
Members have until 3 p.m. today to
file statements, bills, or reports from
committees.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
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Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 11
AM. TOMORROW

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
Senate stands in recess today, it recon-
vene tomorrow at 11 a.m.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

PROGRAM

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, to-
morrow following routine morning
business, it is our intention to take up
H.R. 5432, providing for a specially
struck gold medal to Adm. Hyman
George Rickover. After the vote on
that bill, and there will be a vote, it is
my intention to make a motion to pro-
ceed to the consideration of the voting
rights bill.

On Thursday, we are trying to clear
the consideration of H.R. 4, the agent
identities bill. That does not really re-
quire clearance; it is a conference
report, but we intend to take it up.

Also, we are trying to clear consider-
ation of S. 1554, the bail reform bill.

Following those two items, we will
again resume the attempt to motion
up consideration of the voting rights
extension. That is the program for to-
morrow.

RECESS UNTIL 11 A M.
TOMORROW

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, unless
there is further business to come
before the Senate now, I ask unani-
mous consent, in accordance with the
previous order, that the Senate stand
in recess until 11 a.m. tomorrow.

There being no objection, at 12:49
p.m., the Senate recessed until tomor-
row, Wednesday, June 9, 1982, at 11
a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Secretary of the Senate June 2,
1982, under authority of the order of
the Senate of May 27, 1982:

THE JUDICIARY

Henry A. Mentz, Jr., of Louisiana to be
U.S. district judge for the eastern district of
Louisiana vice Lancing L. Mitchell, retired.

Jaime Pieras, Jr., of Puerto Rico, to the
U.S. district judge for the district of Puerto
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Rico vice a new position created by Public
Law 95-486 approved October 20, 1978.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

William C. Whitworth, of South Carolina,
to be U.S. Marshal for the district of South
Carolina for the term of 4 years vice
Andrew J. Chishom, resigned.

NATIONAL CORPORATION FOR HOUSING
PARTNERSHIPS

Frank J. Donatelli, of Virginia, to be a
Member of the Board of Directors of the
National Corporation for Housing Partner-
ships for a term expiring October 27, 1984,
vice Herman J. Russell, term expired.

IN THE MARINE CORPS

The following-named U.S. Air Force Acad-
emy graduate for permanent appointment
to the grade of second lieutenant in the U.S.
Marine Corps, pursuant to title 10, United
States Code, section 5585/541, subject to the
qualifications therefor as provided by law:

Montgomery, Glen D, Jr., 3806

The following-named Marine Corps En-
listed Commissioning Education program
graduates for permanent appointment to
the grade of second lieutenant in the U.S.
Marine Corps, pursuant to title 10, United
States Code, section 531, subject to the
qualifications therefor as provided by law:

Baker, Sabrina, BZal
Bean, Mark H.,
Bellemere, David
Benson, John, F7Sl
Bethke, William,
Burns, Robert, B2

Cain, James M.,
Charboneau, David P., EZSH
Clare, Greg,
Danielson, Brian,
Davidson, Dale,
Dillon, Douglas C.,
Dungan, Mark, F22a8
Evans, William S.,
Gammell, Bradley R.,
Hanscom, Steven M.,
Hernandez, Jose,
Hirata, Kurt, 22l
Johnson, Nannette, Ftal
Jordan, Samuel, FTSR
Kollards, Koa P.,
Lang, Robert,
Leeper, Arthur J., FTS
Lefever, Larry A.,
Murphy, Richard, ol
Nelson, Andrew,
Noel, Allen,

Orlandi, John D.,
Restine, Michael,
Reyes, Richards, [
Richey, Thomas,
Satterfield, Robert C., RSl
Sheahan, Terrence E., F2Sl
Shook, John,

Smith, David L.,
Smith, Phillip, P

Spurr, Patrick M., B2l
Starkey, Fred O.,
Torgler, Randy W.,
Uribe, Gilbert A.,
Victrum, Stanley, eal
Villarreal, John J., %
Whiteside, David,

The following-named Naval Reserve Offi-
cers Training Corps graduates for perma-
nent appointment to the grade of second
lieutenant in the U.S. Marine Corps, pursu-
ant to title 10, United States Code, section
2107, subject to the qualifications therefor
as provided by law:

Adams, William L.,
Bacon, Bartholomew P.,
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Brenstuhl, Thomas K., 78l
Dart, Steven G.,mm
Johnson, William A.,
Lissner, Kenneth X., FPal
Perkins, George W., B2l
Pinckney, Michael E., ¥
Tremblay, Paul Lawrenc
Waugh, Max Jeffrey., ol
Wood, Christopher M., 238
Wood, Mark S., 22l

The following-named U.S. Naval Academy
graduates for permanent appointment to
the grade of second lieutenant in the U.S.
Marine Corps, pursuant to title 10, United
States Code, section 531, subject to the
qualifications therefor as provided by law:
Abderson, William M., FZ2al
Anderson, Timothy D., Ptal
Anongos, John F., 258
Aylward, Matthew M., Etol
Baker, Raymond B., 22l
Baptist, Dwayne P.,I¢
Barth, Michael D., %%
Beach, William W., B2
Bell, John Adam W., 238
Bennett, Donald C. Jr.,F2taB
Benson, Craig F.,
Bishop, Leroy C., FFoal
Borror, Paul J.,FPS
Brannen, Thomas E
Bugbee, John A., B
Cates, Lawrence P.,
Chico, Christian J., 22l
Claypool, Robert Edward B., EZa8
Clover, Kevin R., EZSH
Coetzee, Frans J.,B
Coulter, Carrie L., Feal
Cwick, Mark J., 225
Daniel, Russell B., 228
Davis, William F.,
Debate, Ivan A., [2%
Dejarnette, David K., [Feal
Deloach, Richard Z., &%
Dimas, Robert Jr., %
Dinardo, George V., [Etal
Dinkins, David H
Fehr, Steven P., ol
Ferrell, Theodore J., TSl
Fitzgerald, David M.,
Franklin, Frederick L.,
Galiyas, David A., 2l
Gandee, Linda M.,
Garmon, James C.,[Btol
Grady, Brian J., [0
Hackett, Edward G., B8
Hammond, James W., Ztoll
Harper, Andrew D., 2t
Harrison, Joyce L., Fleal
Hendry, Robert L., 228
Hintze, Donald W., %
Horton, Matthew R.,J8
Hubbard, Ralph M., %
Hughes, Tyrone J.,J%
Jackson, Timothy J., B
Jaszczyszyn, Peter J., [Roan
Jentz, Henry W., I1, %t
Johnson, Wade M.,F2238
Johnston, Michael J., Ftall
Jones, David I., 228
Jones, Shelley A., Jr., FFSl
Juarez, Barbara A.,
Kane, John J., IIL.
Kearley, William F., F2al
Kelly, John F., vl
Kennedy, John C., el
King, Philip H., Z2e8
Korn, John F., Pl
Krug, Paul A.,
Land, Dennis R.,
Lang, William S., el
Lema, Donald E%
Leonard, Craig K.,
Lingar, James D.,
Logsdon, Andrew D., 2228
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Manzano, Edwin B.,

Matacotta, Ernest A.,
May, Gregory T.,
Maze, Michael P.,

McAffrey, John P.,
McArthur, Doman O.,
McArty, John R., Jr.,

McDaniel, Edward R.,
McKenney, Larry B.,
McKenzie, Robert H., ITI, FFFSl
Meyers, Edward A.,

Miller, Daniel K.,

Miller, Mark A.,

Mokan, Lawrence L.,
Montesi, Gregg E., E22R
Moody, Benjamin W., B2l
Moss, Dana W.,
Mossbrucker, Jeffrey A., F2all
Murillo, Esteban R., 2l
Nobles, Walter E., Jw
Norton, Michael J.,

Ohl, Jeffrey C., 28

Padden, Thomas W., 238
Parker, Carl T., PS8

Patch, Phillip M., RS

Patterson, Roger C.,

Pedley, William D.,

Perez, Phillip A.,

Perkins, Richard W
Philon, James M.,

Quercia, Michael, [Zeo
Rapp, Stephen H.,PeeN
Reese, Everett F.,[2ool

Riso, Brian J., 228
Robertshorsfield, Kieth A., 70l
Robillard, Gregory, el
Rowe, Gerard A.,

Salinas, Philip L.,

Samples, David W.,

Sansone, Rodman D., 2228
Schneider, Henry J., Jr., [P0l
Sims, Mark E.,
Skopowski, Paul F.,
Smith, William E., Jr., PRl
Snyder, Ronald W.,[Z28
Souser, Gerard, A., Jr., 2l
Strait, Peter A., 23l
Stroud, Shawn W.,

Tabert, Mark T.,

Taracevicz, Steven F., [eol
Thomas, Timothy M
Tissue, Phillip C.,

Tyson, Gregory S., 222l
Valore, Orlando M., Jr., BE2el
Vandenberghe, Raymond J., Jr., XSl
Vanhouten, John S.,FFSl

Vaughn, Charles B.,
Warker, Peter M.,
Wassink, John R.,

Weber Lawrence K., 111, 2o
Wilson, Casey K., 22l
Wilson, Joseph M., P22el
Wojtan, Edward W., Jr., RSl
Yelder, Christopher E., RSl
Yorio, Paul R., 228
Zendle, Neal H., F2al

IN THE AIR FORCE

The following named officers for perma-
nent promotion in the U.S. Air Force, under
the appropriate provisions of chapter 36,
title 10, United States Code, as amended,
with dates of rank to be determined by the
Secretary of the Air Force.

LINE OF THE AIR FORCE
To be colonel

Giannotta, Salvatore F. I ececcill

Koop, Homer L., B e aetcd

Moss, Howard T., Qe e s es e
Webb, Ronald, J., Bieroses
Windrath, Donald C., EE=rra

CHAPLAIN

Davis, Edwin S.,
Monti, Robert M., IET=rerrdll
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LINE OF THE AIR FORCE
To be lieutenant colonel

Wilson, John L., B eracecall

Executive nominations received by
the Secretary of the Senate June 3,
1982, under authority of the order of
the Senate of May 27, 1982:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Robert H. Phinny, of California, to be
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten-
tiary of the United States of America to the
Kingdom of Swaziland.

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON EDUCATIONAL
RESEARCH

The following-named persons to be Mem-
bers of the National Council on Educational
Research for the terms indicated:

For the remainder of the term expiring
September 30, 1982:

Donald Barr, of Connecticut, vice Helen S.
Astin.

For the remainder of the term expiring
September 30, 1983:

Carl W. Salser, of Oregon, vice Maria B.
Cerda.

For terms expiring September 30, 1983:

J. Floyd Hall, of South Carolina, vice
Alonzo A. Crim, term expired.

Donna Helene Hearne, of Missouri, vice
Catharine C. Stimpson, term expired.

George Charles Roche III, of Michigan,
vice Harold Howe II, term expired.

For terms expiring September 30, 1984:

M. Blouke Carus, of Illinois, vice Barbara
S. Uehling, term expired.

Howard L. Hurwitz, of New York, vice
Bernard C. Watson, term expired.

Onalee McGraw, of Virginia, vice Jon L.
Harkness, term expired.

Penny Pullen, of Illinois, vice Tomas A.
Arciniega, term expired.

Elaine Y. Schadler, of Pennsylvania, vice
Harold L. Enarson, term expired.

For a term expiring September 30, 1985:

Donald Barr, of Connecticut (reappoint-
ment).

IN THE ARMY

The following-named officer to be placed
on the retired list in grade indicated under
the provisions of title 10, United States
Code, section 1370:

To be lieutenant general

Lt. Gen. Robert Haldane JJEaracrdll (age
57), U.S. Army.

The following-named officer under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 601, to be reassigned to a position of
importance and responsibility designated by
the President under title 10, United States
Code, section 601;

To be lieutenant general

Lt. Gen. Howard Francis Stone, FEEraeHll
I U.S. Army.

IN THE AIR FORCE

The following officers for appointment in
the Regular Air Force under the provisions
of Section 531, Title 10, United States Code,
with grades and dates of rank to be deter-
mined by the Secretary of the Air Force.

LINE OF THE AIR FORCE

Abel, Donald S.,
Abraham, John T. Bl
Abruzzese, Vincent A.,

Adams, David E.,

Ainsworth, Jon D., =TT
Akin, Barbara E., [
Aksomitas, Allyn, ey
Alberico, David J., ¥

Albers, Lesley L.,

-XXXX
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Alexander, Mary L., il Brooks, Milo R., el Delperdang, Ralph G. I eracccdll
Allen, Elliott W., Jr. IS e Brown, Stephen R. R arrdl Delre, Thomas E. el
Allen, James Y., I dl Browning, Richard, I ecaccal Deluca, Victor C., Jr., Il
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Spangler, Michael R. I erecdll
Spanier, Stewart H. I Srarcdll
Spence, Donnie C.,
Spencer, David A., IRISESI
Spencer, Gene A., BRAEQUOTS
Spero, Ronald H.
Squeo, Anthony J. HESrEce el
Staib, Donald L., I caccall
Stauber, Ben Z., IECIOIS000
Stauffer, Michael E. I arardl
Steele, John H., IS arcdl
Stefoneck, J effW
Stein, John H.,

Steinkamp, David M., B el
Stellar, Frank c.,m
Stephens, David R.,

Sterling, Thomas J., Jr. R errill
Stevens, James R., I oardll
Stewart, Bradley W
Stewart, Fredric G., RAIQESUNNS
Stewart, John R. 111 I racccall
Stimpson, Steven M.,

Stokes, Clyde M.,  Jr.

Stone, Dallas R.,

Stone, Jerry L., IEE=cacrall
Strother, Mark O. I Sracill

Struna, Matthew L.,
Suggs, Charles D.,

Snyder, David E.

Sullivan, Timothy L.
Sulver, James C.,W
Summers, Donald L., Jr.
Svendsen, Keith C., IE el
Swanson, Stanley O. el
Swartzwelder, John W.. Jr.

Szkil, Michael J.,

Tagert, Ronald R. I aecclll
Talkington, Gilbert J.
Tallman, William C., IEZEErral
Tankersley, Michael C

Tanner, Harold G.,

Tanouye, Larry Y

Tatum, Don W.,

Tatum, Stanley C

Taylor, Tracy A..M
Temple, Robert C., I aredll
Templeton, Rodney G.
Terrana, Steven W..M
Terrebonne, Leonam
Terry, Kenneth E.

Tezak, Linda L.,

Thayer, Arthur R. It
Thogersen, Steve A., IS taredll
Thomas, Jeffrey A., RS ocss
Thomas, Richard P. I eteccall
Thomas, William S., IEtreteall
Thompson, Claude B., Jr.
Thompson, Marcum L., B et
Thornburg, Dale E. I tavcill
Thrash, Jimmy P.
Tiahrt, Harold, I, IRLQUSLES
Tiedman, Louis J., Jr.
Tigner, George T. B
Tippins, James L., IR cacatcall
Tlsty, Steven J., BBeEuewas

Tobin, Roy N.,
Tompkins, James A., IEereredll
Tovani, Lester M., I el
Tower, Francis G., I aracclll
Tozier, Charles M., IEacactall
Trenor, Robert L.
Trimble, John R. BEERRrral
Troxel, Bruce R., IESoarcdl
Trudeau, Charles H., Jr.
Tucker, Tler D., IR

Turek, Gary L., [RerSreresy

Turk, Melba B., HRUSUSULS

Turner, Kristin M. Il
Underwood, Calvin L.,
Underwood, Kathryn P. I aterdll
Urive, Conrad, IS acccall

Urman, Walter T., It taccdl
Utterback, Loyd S., I acacrdl
Vallimont, Joseph C., I el
Vandalinda, Robert P., IBIIOro0ss
Vanderwall, John R., IR cardll
Vanlaak, James E., IE S rardll
Vanrite, Robert R., I Stacccill
Varner, David L.,
Vaughn, Alan J., BRSPS

Veith, Cary F., I Sardl

Veltri, Thomas F.
Venus, James M., RSO

Veres, Michael L., BB erened
Vincent, John C., RIS
Vincent, Robert E., IE acaccal
Viray, Richard G.,

Vogel, Eric M.,

Vogelgesang, James A.,
Vonderhoff, Selden W., Jr.,
Vucic, David S.,

Vytlacil, Steven W.,
Wacker, Larry J.,

Waite, Richard D., Il

Walden, David C XXX- XX
Waldrip, Travis G., JReegesers
Waldrup, David A., R XXXX
Wallace, James M.,
Wallace, Robert T, JEReegrerrsy
XX XX
XXX-XX-XXXX

Walter, Martin J.,
Walzel, Gerald L.,

Warner, Helen J., Il
Warren, James A., Jr. JPeeO0Sees
Wartgow, Jeffrey G., BBOISEQ00S

Warthen, Meade C., I ataccall
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Waszczak, Charles A.,
Waterstreet, David L.
Watson, Dennis H.

Watson, Frank S.,M
Watson, Nicholas W.
Weart, Gregory S.,

Weathers, Richard B.
Weaver, Steven L.,

Weitkam, Louis, Jr.. I atereclll
Wells, Jerry D., I traccclll
Wendt, Gilbert M., IR el
Westfall, Philip J. L., ISt dll
Westmoreland, Daniel K.
Wetterlin, David R.,

Wheatley, Joseph M. I trarcdll
Wheeler, Gary J., It al
Whicker, George A., I tteteall
Whitaker, MichW
White, Billy R.,

White, James E.
White, John R. Il
White, Kathleen A. HESrerdll
White, Marvin C., I reredll
Whitlock, Timothy S.
Whitson, Stephen S.

Wida, Paul J.,

Wiley, Russell J.
Will, Richard P., BRueIeLNs
Willeck, Dennis G.,
Williams, Linda C.,
Williams, Lindsey T., [BLESeOeees
Williams, Thomas B., BRS80S
Wilson, Allen P.,
Wilson, David L.,
Wilson, Steven M.,
Winfield, Rosie L.,
Wirtanen, Richard A.
Wolfe, Kevin M., IRl
Wolfe, Larry H.,
Wood, Rexford O., I Srarcdll
Wood, Stuart R.,

Woodhull, Mark A.,

Woodring, Ronald W., IEeraredll
Woods, Rosie M.,
Wooten, Vagola S.,
Worman, Wayne E., JRECQu00
Wordsdale, Thomas R., IEecacdll
Wright, Frederick L., I Rrardl
Wright, Richard L
Wright, Robert L., BBSIQUSosS

Wu, Sally S. Y., EBEESESwe
Yarbrough, David E. IEetec il
Young, David, HBCISESe &
Young, Ronald E., I vl
Yucha, Stanley E., Jr. B el
Zahrt, John W, el

Zane, Jerome D., IO S000
Ziegenhorn, Ross A., B rSroreey
Zilvinskis, Helen G., BRQUON00
Zinck, George M.,

The following officers for appointment in
the Regular Air Force, under the provisions
of section 531, title 10, United States Code,
with a view to designation under the provi-
sions of section 8067, title 10, United States
Code, to perform duties indicated, and with
grades and dates of rank to be determined
by the Secretary of the Air Force.

CHAPLAIN

Anderson, James R., el
Colton, Kenneth R.,

Echols, Charles W.,

Egan, John R.,

Glatts, Joseph M. IEececcall

Hadley, Robert W., RIS o e?sed
Hamilton, Victor W.. eI Sv a7
Hart, Raymond C., Reeoegeeed

Montecalvo, Carlo F.

Mulnix, John R.,

Nicholson, Patrick L.,

Olszyk, Thomas P.,

Robinson, Wallace H.

Sandi, Thomas P.,

Schrum, Everett C.,

Schueller, Laverne L., I Saccall
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Stryjewski, John J. S dll
Supa, Joseph,

Wilbourne, Henry B.,

Zoshak, William H., e al

JUDGE ADVOCATE CORPS

Kuster, Robert L. B S acecs
Lehman, Alan F., Beracassed
Smith, Clyde A., Jr.,

Starr, Eddy M.,

NURSE CORPS

Adams, Beth L., e dl

Ain Deborah, A. B., I dl
Allen, Cheryl m
Allen, Dale E.,

Allsup, Doris J., I dl
Arellanez, Mary C., = arrdll
Baer, Rebacca K., I dl
Bane, Wendy G., [ cacd
Beinborn, Dean M., I acacrdll
Benefield, Nancy S., [ ey
Bey, Barbara L., I Scacdl
Bohnenkamp, Jan S. el
Boyle, Patricia E., ISl
Brauner, Melanie P. il
Bridge, Rhonda L., [ rarcal
Brown, Margaret A, I aarcll
Burtner, Elizabeth B ettt
Campbell, Philip P. I Scaccal
Carsten, George L., el
Clark, Christine M., IS e al
Coleman, Hollis, el
Collins, Carole S., =l
Cottrell, William J., Jr. BB aceccdll
Curtis, Ann P. Sl
Dabkowski, Edward J., IEararccdll
Davis, Susan C., e al
Dewoody, Marvis L.,
Dipentima, Richard T. R Scarcdl
Eaton, Kay A, ISl
Elliott, James E. e dl
Ellis, Steven L., IERRrarccdl
Erickson, Marjorie J. I el
Fisher, Melissa R., I arrdl
Flowers, Patricia E. B ey
Fontenot, Carolyn D. B aeereed
Francis, Laura C. I Sarcdl
Fraser, James D. I dl
Fullenkamp, Durelle B. I caccall
Gagnon, Nancy B., ISl
Gilbert, Rebecca A., B o et
Gill, James D., = arrcdl
Glaser, Mary L., BB e oy
Griffin, Ramona J. i erecrdll
Helton, Karen K. el
Henderson, Linda F., I Erarcdll
Henry, Kathryn Nm
Hiller, Denise M.,

Huard, Janet L. e al
Humphrey, Vicki L., I dl
Ikirt, Judy L. W., e dll
Janson, Deborah A. JEEErarcdl
Johnson, Rebecca R.)

Karabin, Helen L.,

Kayes, Marvin B., [ et etccs

Kenebrew, Linda L., I ararcdl
Kittrell, John M., Jr. I acacrdl

Knecht, Richard J., Jr
Kristensen, Elaine M. R araceed
Laney, Cathy H. IERScarcall
Ledzinski, Teresa A.,

Loseth, Judith A.)

Lubitz, Jeffrey, I e al
March, Polly L., IR dl
McIndoe, Kathleen A. I el
Merson, Brent G. R Sarcdl
Miller, Jane E., e al

Miller, Rita L., e al
Mitchell, Marilee A. I acarcal
Mitro, Edna J. K. I Earcdl
Montgolf, Danny E., IS arcdl
Mueggenborg, Brenda S.,
Murdock, Eric C.,

Ness, Patricia L.,

Nygaard, Lowell M.,
Olson, Virginia L.,
Omahoney, Andrea L.,
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Ororke, J: anicem
Paine, Lisa L.,

Plante, Denise L., e arrdll
Rank, Melissa A., Al
Reeveshoche, Mary K., IRl

Richardson, Rita B.,
Roman, Patricia A.,
Rusch, Roxane,

Russell, Michael E., B ey
Sabree, Michelle C., Bt araeesd
Sampson, Crystal R., B aeessss
Schlittler, Melamie A. B SS9
Schobel, Deborah A.,

XXX-XX-XXXX
Schwartz, J udithm
Scialdo, Antonia,
Scott, Richard W. IE el
Sells, Rudy H., B e
Shak, Robin R., B Eearee
Shoemaker, Colleen L., I eacrall
Simmons, Linda M., e arecall
Simpson, Donna L., I al
Smith, Frankie G. St e s
Specht, Jean M., B ararccdll
Stack, Judith E. JE=recrdl
Stephenson, Susan M., I el
Stewart, Harry J. I aceccal
Sutton, Barbara C.
Teal, Brenda C.,

Tripp, Sandra J. IERSertelll
Vanderburg, Kaw
Veal, Phyllis L.,

Vega, Sheila D.,
Verville, Michael C.,
Vonschlieder, Lynn A.,
Walker, Marilyn K. B aracccall
Ward, William F., 111, 0
Warren, Winnette, B s a s
Welch, Bonnie J. S., B S Eeeed
Williams, Calvin W.,
Williams, Sarah E., e arecy
Winters, Christine M., S ae
Wisniewski, Mark P., BSreeeed
Yarnish, Mark W., IS acdl
Young, Catherine D., ol

MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS

Beam, William R., el
Bunker, Robert J. il
Cooper, Jeffrey W., I ecrdl
Culfa, Joseph J., Jr. BB e ar
Derosa, George, I dl
Eckerman, Joseph G. I aaccil
Fye, Samuel P., Il

Gelish, Anthony, el
Gugenberger, Alberm
Helvey, Charles V.,

Ingram, C. Jean, B e a oty

Joens, Keith L. e arecesd

Kolwitz, Susan E., acaredl
Mahlum, Philip L., [ aaral
Mallonee, Leslie L., Jr., el
Marsh, Richard D.,

Nelson, Frank L.,

Obenoskey, Milton T., Sty
Riccardi, Ralph J., Jr. IR e dl
Roberts, Melvin D., Jr. It areal
Rogers, Jim William, = rarral
Scripture, Thomas J. e dl
Shelton, James W., 11 B ar B
Silvernail, Richard D.,raeareed
Snyder, Billy L., ool

Triche, Gary J. [JBeararesy
Utterback, Meredith B. el
Wagner, Jonathan M. JE el

Walker, George B., Jr.,
Wood, Leslie M.,
BIOMEDICAL SCIENCES CORPS

Adams, David C.,
Ainscough, Michael J., el
Barber, Jimmy L., JEacal
Berberich, George L., 22l

Brennecke, Cornelius G., Jr.,
Bridges, Robert E.,

Buck, Joe A,

Cheatham, James M. B S oty
Cheney, Frank E., Jr. JJRiegroreed

Childress, Terry A., IEaccdl
Cotto, Miguel A,
Cox, Lewis F., ey
Eckburg, Eva M., e dl
Edwards, Dallas N.,
Fanton, John W. JEerral
Forbes, Sherman Guy, 111, JESrarcdll
Gengo, Pamela S., [ dl
Gonzalez, Doris L.,
Hammond, Kurt A, S rral
Hanak, John R. ISl
Hobbs, Patricia A.,
Jenkins, Linda D., e al
Klassy, Sandra S., e dl
Koehnlein, Virginia A., I aracccdll
Lautman, Stephen M., [ arccd
Lillie, Thomas H.,
Lull, David C.,
Mahon, Daniel R., B Srarcdl
McClure, William K.,
McKenna, Robert J. I carccdll
Middleton, Timothy R. el
Odle, Randy T., I dl
Ohaver, Paul M., [ acareey
Page, Deborah S., IR errdl
Philpott, Timothy P. I ececvcall
Postlewaite, Richard C., e dl
Pue, Howard L., F=arcal
Pugh, Richard G. e rcal
Ricci, John L., JERErarcdl
Rogers, Linda K., JEE2rarcdl
Rudolph, James P. I acecrdl
Sadowski, Robert W.,
Schutte, Richard J. JJEterace
Scott, James R., el
Sem, Steven R., I arcdl
Sipes, Walter E., Bl
Smitherman, Richard E. el
Spillers, Carol A., IRl
Sventek, Jeffrey C. e crdll
Tallant, Steven H. sy
Tinder, Jan M. JERrarcdl
Trahan, Donald E. el
Welene, Paula A.,
York, William E.,
Young, James H., I aarcal
IN THE AIR FORCE

The following officers for appointment in
the Regular Air Force under the provisions
of section 531, title 10, United States Code,
with grades and dates of rank to be deter-
mined by the Secretary of the Air Force.

LINE OF THE AIR FORCE

Rose, Galen J., aredl
Walling, Darrell H., e dl

The following officers for appointment in
the Regular Air Force under the provisions
of section 531, title 10, United States Code,
with a view to designation under the provi-
sions of section 8067, title 10, United States
Code, to perform the duties indicated, and
with grades and dates of rank to be deter-
mined by the Secretary of the Air Force.

CHAPLAIN

Keane, Thomas F., I
NURSE CORPS

King, Maureen A., RSl
Sheeley, Juanita K. I ereccill

WITHDRAWAL

Withdrawal received by the Secre-
tary of the Senate June 2, 1982, under
authority of the order of the Senate of
May 27, 1982:

Richard H. Still, Jr., of Georgia, to be U.S.
attorney for the northern district of Geor-
gia for the term of 4 years vice William L.
Harper, resigned, which was sent to the
Senate on March 11, 1982.
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June 8, 1982

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, June 8, 1982

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

In days of serenity and peace, O
God, we pray for Your abiding pres-
ence, and in times of anxiety, cause
Your spirit to give us strength. We
admit, O God, that we too often rely
on our power, intellect, and insight.
Yet, with all our ability we do not
build the world we ought and we fall
short of the glory of Your kingdom.
Teach us to seek Your guidance, that
with sensitivity of purpose and a
cleansing of our will, we may truly be
men and women reflecting the majesty
of Your creation. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined the Journal of the last day's
proceedings and announces to the
House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the
Journal stands approved.

STUDENT FINANCIAL AID—HIGH
SCHOOL SENIORS

(Mr. PEYSER of New York asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day, in the Wall Street Journal, the
lead article was titled, “Clouded
Dreams,” and it really dealt with high
school seniors today who are suddenly
being faced with the realization that
what Congress did a year ago on cut-
ting back on education programs was
really having an impact on them and
that many were not going to be able to
go to the college of their choice, in
some cases not going to colleges at all.

Mr. Speaker, I think this is a trage-
dy. I think that Congress in its action
in the next few days on the budget
had better be very sure that we make
absolutely no further cuts in the stu-
dent programs, that we protect these
young people so we, in this country,
can really protect ourselves.

Let us stay with education as the
strongest defense we have to protect
this country and its future.

THE WILDERNESS PROTECTION
ACT OF 1982

(Mr. LUJAN of New Mexico asked

and was given permission to address

the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. LUJAN. Mr., Speaker, Mr. SEI-
BERLING and I today are introducing
the Wilderness Protection Act of 1982.

This act prohibits the production of
oil and gas, mineral and geothermal
resources in wilderness areas. It pro-
vides also for inventories to be carried
on by nondestructive means in wilder-
ness areas. It also provides that if the
President finds that there is an urgent
national need, that those areas can be
opened up for development with the
consent of the Congress.

Finally, it protects the existing
rights of those who may have rights in
this area. I would hope my colleagues
would support such legislation.

COMMUNICATION FROM HON.
CHARLES ROSE, A MEMBER OF
CONGRESS

The SPEAKER laid before the
House the following communication
from Hon. CHARLES RosgE, Member of
Congress:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., June 7, 1982.
Hon. THomas P, O'NEILL, Jr.
Speaker of the House, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the provi-
sions of Paragraph 2 of House Rule L(50),
this is to notify you that a former employee
of mine has been served with a deposition
subpoena to testify or produce documents
for things, issued from the United States
District Court for the District of Columbia
in I'mpro Products, Inc. v. John B. Herrick,
et al., Civil Action No. 78-235-2, a case pend-
ing in the Southern District of Iowa. The
subpoena calls for production of documents
and testimony related to the official func-
tions of the House.

After I have reviewed the matter, and
make the necessary determination under
Paragraph 3 of Rule L{50), I will communi-
cate them to you as required.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,
CHARLIE ROSE.

COMMUNICATION FROM HON.
WALTER B. JONES, CHAIRMAN,
COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT
MARINE AND FISHERIES

The SPEAKER laid before the
House the following communication
from Hon. WaLTER B. Jones, chair-
man, Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries:

House oF REPRESENTATIVES, CoM-
MITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND
FISHERIES,.

Washington, D.C., June 7, 1982,
Hon. Tromas P. O’NEILL, Jr.
The Speaker of the House, House of Repre-
sentatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear MRe. Speaker: In compliance with
Rule L of the Rules of the House of Repre-
sentatives, I am notifying you that I have
received a subpoena issued from the United
States District Court of the District of Co-
lumbia for certain papers in the custody and
control of the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

Sincerely,
WaLTER B. JONES,
Chairman.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE
SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the
provisions of clause 5 of rule I, the
Chair announces that he will postpone
further proceedings today on each
motion to suspend the rules on which
a recorded vote or the yeas and nays
are ordered, or on which the vote is
objected to under clause 4 of rule XV.

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will
be taken on Wednesday, June 9, 1982.

PATENT AND TRADEMARK
OFFICE AUTHORIZATION

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, I
move fo suspend the rules and pass
the bill (H.R. 6260) to authorize ap-
propriations to the Patent and Trade-
mark Office in the Department of
Commerce, and for other purposes, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 6260

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That there
is authorized to be appropriated for the pay-
ment of salaries and necessary expenses of
the Patent and Trademark Office to become
available for fiscal year 1983, $76,000,000,
and in fiscal years 1984 and 1985 such sums
as may be necessary as well as such addi-
tional or supplemental amounts as may be
necessary, for increases in salary, pay, re-
tirement, or other employee benefits au-
thorized by law. Funds available under this
section shall be used to reduce by 50 per
centum the payment of fees under section
41 (a) and (b) of title 35, United States
Code, by independent inventors and non-
profit organizations as defined in regula-
tions established by the Commissioner of
Patents and Trademarks, and by small busi-
ness concerns as defined in section 3 of the
Small Business Act and by regulations es-
tablished by the Small Business Administra-
tion. When so0 specified and to the extent
provided in an appropriation Act, any
amount appropriated pursuant to this sec-
tion and, in addition, such fees as shall be

collected pursuant to title 35, United States
Code, and the Trademark Act of 1946, as

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., (0 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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amended (15 U.S.C. 1051 et seq.), may
remain available without fiscal year limita-
tion.

Sec. 2. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, there is authorized to be appro-
priated for the payment of salaries and ex-
penses of the Patent and Trademark Office,
$121,461,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1982, and such additional or sup-
plemental amounts as may be necessary for
increases in salary, pay, retirement, or other
employee benefits authorized by law.

SEc. 3. (a) Section 41(a) of title 35, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:

“(a) The Commissioner shall charge the
following fees:

“1. On filing each application for an origi-
nal patent, except in design or plant cases,
$300; in addition, on filing or on presenta-
tion at any other time, $30 for each claim in
independent form which is in excess of
three, $10 for each claim (whether inde-
pendent or dependent) which is in excess of
twenty, and $100 for each application con-
taining a multiple dependent claim. For the
purpose of computing fees, a multiple de-
pendent claim as referred to in section 112
of this title or any claim depending there-
from shall be considered as separate de-
pendent claims in accordance with the
number of claims to which reference is
made. Errors in payment of the additional
fees may be rectified in accordance with reg-
ulations of the Commissioner.

“2. For issuing each original or reissue
patent, except in design or plant cases, $500.

3. In design and plant cases:

“a. On filing each design application, $125.

“b. On filing each plant application, $200.

¢, On issuing each design patent, $175.

**d. On issuing each plant patent, $250.

‘4, On filing each application for the re-
issue of a patent, $300; in addition, on filing
or on presentation at any other time, $30
for each claim in independent form which is
in excess of the number of independent
claims of the original patent, and $10 for
each claim (whether independent or de-
pendent) which is in excess of twenty and
also in excess of the number of claims of the
original patent. Errors in payment of the
additional fees may be rectified in accord-
ance with regulations of the Commissioner.

“5. On filing each disclaimer, $50.

“B. On filing an appeal from the examiner
to the Board of Appeals, $115; in addition,
on filing a brief in support of the appeal,
$115, and on requesting on oral hearing
before the Board of Appeals, $100.

“T. On filing each petition for the revival
of an unintentionally abandoned applica-
tion for a patent or for the unintentionally
delayed payment of the fee for issuing each
patent, $500, unless the petition is filed
under sections 133 or 151 of this title, in
which case the fee shall be $50.

“8. For petitions for one-month extensions
of time to take actions required by the Com-
missioner in an application:

“a. On filing a first petition, $50.

“b. On filing a second petition, $100.

“ec. On filing a third or subsequent peti-
tion, $200.”.

(b) Section 41(b) of title 35, United States
Code, is amended to read as follows:

“(b) The Commissioner shall charge the
following fees for maintaining a patent in
force:

“l. Three years and six months after
grant, $400.

“2, Seven years and six months after
grant, $800.

*“3. Eleven years and six months after
grant, $1,200.
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Unless payment of the applicable mainte-
nance fee is received in the Patent and
Trademark Office on or before the date the
fee is due or within a grace period of six
months thereafter, the patent will expire as
of the end of such grace period. The Com-
missioner may require the payment of a sur-
charge as a condition of accepting within
such six-month grace period the late pay-
ment of an applicable maintenance fee. No
fee will be established for maintaining a
design or plant patent in force.”.

(¢) Section 41(c) of title 35, United States
Code, is amended to read as follows:

“CeX1) The Commissioner may accept the
payment of any maintenance fee required
by subsection (b) of this section after the
six-month grace period if the delay is shown
to the satisfaction of the Commissioner to
have been unavoidable. The Commissioner
may require the payment of a surcharge as
a condition of accepting payment of any
maintenance fee after the six-month grace
period. If the Commissioner accepts pay-
ment of a maintenance fee after the six-
month grace period, the patent shall be con-
sidered as not having expired at the end of
the grace period.

“¢2) No patent, the term of which has
been maintained as a result of the accept-
ance of a payment of a maintenance fee
under this subsection, shall abridge or
affect the right of any person or his succes-
sors in business who made, purchased or
used after the six-month grace period but
prior to the acceptance of a maintenance
fee under this subsection anything protect-
ed by the patent, to continue the use of, or
to sell to others to be used or sold, the spe-
cific thing so made, purchased, or used. The
court before which such matter is in gques-
tion may provide for the continued manu-
facture, use or sale of the thing made, pur-
chased, or used as specified, or for the man-
ufacture, use or sale of which substantial
preparation was made after the six-month
grace period but before the acceptance of a
maintenance fee under this subsection, and
it may also provide for the continued prac-
tice of any process, practiced, or for the
practice of which substantial preparation
was made, after the six-month grace period
but prior to the acceptance of a mainte-
nance fee under this subsection, to the
extent and under such terms as the court
deems equitable for the protection of invest-
ments made or business commenced after
the six-month grace period but before the
acceptance of a maintenance fee under the
subsection.”.

(d) Section 41(d) of title 35, United States
Code, is amended to read as follows:

“(d) The Commissioner will establish fees
for all other processing, services, or materi-
als related to patents not specified above to
recover the estimated average cost to the
Office of such processing, services, or mate-
rials. The yearly fee for providing a library
specified in section 13 of this title with un-
certified printed copies of the specifications
and drawings for all patents issued in that
year will be $50.”.

(e) Section 41(f) of title 35, United States
Code, is amended to read as follows:

“(f) The fees established in subsections (a)
and (b) of this section may be adjusted by
the Commissioner on October 1, 1985, and
every third year thereafter, to reflect any
fluctuations occurring during the previous
three years in the Consumer Price Index, as
determined by the Secretary of Labor.
Changes of less than 1 per centum may be
ignored.”.

(f) Subsection (a) of section 31 of the
Trademark Act of 1946, as amended (15
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U.S.C. 1113), is amended by deleting “Fees
will be set and adjusted by the Commission-
er to recover in aggregate 50 per centum of
the estimated average cost to the Office of
such processing. Fees for all other services
or materials related to trademarks and
other marks will recover the estimated aver-
age cost to the Office of performing the
service or furnishing the material.”.

(g) Section 42(c) of title 35, United States
Code, is amended by adding the following
sentence at the end thereof: “Fees available
to the Commissioner under section 31 of the
Trademark Act of 1946, as amended (15
U.8.C. 1113), shall be used exclusively for
the processing of trademark registrations
and for other services and materials related
to trademarks.".

SeEc. 4. Section 3(a) of title 35, United
States Code is amended (1) by deleting the
phrase “not more than fifteen”; and (2) by
inserting the phrase “appointed under sec-
tion T of this title” immediately after the
phrase “examiners-in-chief”.

Sec. 5. Section 111 of title 35, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 111. Application for patent shall be
made, or authorized to be made, by the in-
ventor, except as otherwise provided in this
title, in writing to the Commissioner. Such
application shall include (1) a specification
as prescribed by section 112 of this title; (2)
a drawing as prescribed by section 113 of
this title; and (3) an oath by the applicant
as prescribed by section 115 of this title.
The application must be accompanied by
the fee required by law. The fee and oath
may be submitted after the specification
and any required drawing are submitted,
within such period and under such condi-
tions, including the payment of a surcharge,
as may be prescribed by the Commissioner.
Upon failure to submit the fee and oath
within such prescribed period, the applica-
tion shall be regarded as abandoned, unless
it is shown to the satisfaction of the Com-
missioner that the delay in submitting the
fee and oath was unavoidable. The filing
date of an application shall be the date on
which the specification and any required
drawing are received in the Patent and
Trademark Office.”.

Sec. 6. (a) SBection 116 of title 35, United
States Code, is amended (1) by deleting the
phrase “Joint inventors" from the title and
inserting in its place “Inventors’; and (2) in
the third paragraph, by deleting the phrase
“a person is joined in an application for
patent as joint inventor through error, or a
joint inventor is not included in an applica-
tion through error” and inserting in its
place the phrase “through error a person is
named in an application for patent as the
inventor, or through error an inventor is
not named in an application”.

(b) Section 256 of title 35, United States
Code, is amended to read as follows:

“§256. Correction of named inventor

“Whenever through error a person is
named in an issued patent as the inventor,
or through error an inventor is not named
in an issued patent and such error arose
without any deceptive intention on his part,
the Commissioner may, on application of all
the parties and assignees, with proof of the
facts and such other requirements as may
be imposed, issue a certificate correcting
such error.

“The error of omitting inventors or
naming persons who are not inventors shall
not invalidate the patent in which such
error occurred if it can be corrected as pro-
vided in this section. The court before
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which such matter is called in question may
order correction of the patent on notice and
hearing of all parties concerned and the
Commissioner shall issue a certificate ac-
cordingly.".

Sgec. 7. Section 6 of title 35, United States
Code, is amended by deleting paragraph (d)
thereof.

Sec. 8. (a) Section 8(a) of the Trademark
Act of 1946, as amended (15 U.S.C. 1058(a)),
is amended (1) by deleting the word “still”;
and (2) by inserting the phrase “in com-
merce” immediately after the word "“use”.

(b) Section 8(b) of the Trademark Act of
1946, as amended (15 U.S.C. 1058(b)), is
amended (1) by deleting the word “still”;
and (2) by inserting the phrase “in com-
merce"” immediately after the word “use”.

Sec. 9. (a) Section 13 of the Trademark
Act of 1946, as amended (15 U.S.C. 1063), is
amended (1) by deleting the phrase "a veri-
fied” and inserting in its place the word
“an': (2) by adding the phrase “when re-
guested prior to the expiration of an exten-
sion” immediately after the word “cause”;
and (3) by deleting the fourth sentence.

(b) Section 14 of the Trademark Act of
1946, as amended (15 U.S.C. 1064), is amend-
ed by deleting the word “verified".

Sec. 10. Section 15 of the Trademark Act
of 1946, as amended (15 U.S.C. 1085), is
amended by deleting the phrase “the publi-
cation” and inserting in its place the word
“registration”.

Sec. 11. The first sentence of section 16 of
the Trademark Act of 1946, as amended (15
U.8.C. 1066), is amended to read as follows:
“Upon petition showing extraordinary cir-
cumstances, the Commissioner may declare
that an interference exists when application
is made for the registration of a mark which
s0 resembles a mark previously registered
by another, or for the registration of which
another has previously made application, as
to be likely when applied to the goods or
when used in connection with the services
of the applicant to cause confusion or mis-
take or to deceive.”.

Sec. 12. Section 21 of title 35, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) by deleting the phrase “Day for taking
action falling on Saturday, Sunday, or holi-
day” from the title and inserting in its place
the phrase “Filing date and day for taking
action";

(2) by inserting the following as subsec-
tion (a)

“(a) The Commissioner may by rule pre-
scribe that any paper or fee required to be
filed in the Patent and Trademark Office
will be considered filed in the Office on the
date on which it was deposited with the
United States Postal Service or would have
been deposited with the United States
Postal Service but for postal service inter-
ruptions or emergencies designated by the
Commissioner.”;

(3) by designating the existing paragraph
as subsection (b); and

(4) by inserting the word “federal” in sub-
section (b), as designated above, immediate-
ly after the word “a”.

Sec. 13. Section 6(a) of title 35, United
States Code, is amended (1) by deleting the
word “‘and”, third occurrence, and inserting
in its place a comma; (2) by inserting the
phrase “, or exchanges of items or services”
immediately after the word “programs’’; and
(3) by inserting the phrase “or the adminis-
tration of the Patent and Trademark
Office” immediately after the word “law",
second occurrence.

SEc. 14. (a) Section 115 of title 35, United
States Code, is amended by (1) deleting the
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phrase “shall be"” and inserting in its place
the word “is”; and (2) inserting the follow-
ing immediately after the phrase “United
States”, third occurrence: “, or apostille of
an official designated by a foreign country
which, by treaty or convention, accords like
effect to apostilles of designated officials in
the United States”.

(b) Section 261 of title 35, United States
Code, is amended, in the third paragraph,
by inserting the following immediately after
the phrase “United States”, third occur-
rence: “, or apostille of an official designat-
ed by a foreign country which, by treaty or
convention, accords like effect to apostilles
of designated officials in the United States”.

(c) Section 11 of the Trademark Act of
1946, as amended (15 U.S.C. 1061), is amend-
ed by (1) deleting the phrase ‘“‘shall be",
first occurrence, and inserting in its place
the word “is”; and (2) inserting the follow-
ing immediately after the phrase “United
States”, third occurrence: *, or apostille of
an official designated by a foreign country
which, by treaty or convention, accords like
effect to apostilles of designated officials in
the United States”.

Sec. 15. Section 13 of title 35, United
States Code, is amended by deleting “(a) 9”
and inserting in its place “(d)".

Sec. 16. Section 173 of title 35, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:
“Patents for designs shall be granted for the
term of fourteen years.”

Sec. 17. (a) Sections 1, 2, 4, 7, and 13
through 15 of this Act shall take effect on
the date of enactment of this Act. Sections 3
and 16 of this Act shall take effect on Octo-
ber 1, 1982, The maintenance fees provided
for in section 3(b) of this Act shall not apply
to patents applied for prior to the date of
enactment of this Act. Each patent applied
for on or after the date of enactment of this
Act shall be subject to the maintenance fees
established pursuant to section 3(b) of this
Act or to maintenance fees hereafter estab-
lished by law, as to the amounts paid and
the number and timing of the payments.

(b)X1) Title 35, United States Code, is
amended by inserting after section 293 the
following new section of chapter 29:

‘g 294, Voluntary arbitration

“(a) A contract involving a patent or any
right under a patent may contain a provi-
sion requiring arbitration of any dispute re-
lating to patent validity or infringement
arising under the contract. In the absence
of such a provision, the parties to an exist-
ing patent validity or infringement dispute
may agree in writing to settle such dispute
by arbitration. Any such provision or agree-
ment shall be valid, irrevocable, and en-
forceable, except for any grounds that exist
at law or in equity for revocation of a con-
tract.

“(b) Arbitration of such disputes, awards
by arbitrators and confirmation of awards
shall be governed by title 9, United States
Code, to the extent such title is not incon-
sistent with this section. In any such arbi-
tration proceeding, the defenses provided
for under section 282 of this title shall be
considered by the arbitrator if raised by any
party to the proceeding.

“(c) An award by an arbitrator shall be
final and binding between the parties to the
arbitration but shall have no force or effect
on any other person. The parties to an arbi-
tration may agree that in the event a patent
which is the subject matter of an award is
subsequently determined to be invalid or
unenforceable in a judgment rendered by a
court to competent jurisdiction from which
no appeal can or has been taken, such
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award may be modified by any court of com-
petent jurisdiction upon application by any
party to the arbitration. Any such modifica-
tion shall govern the rights and obligations
between such parties from the date of such
modification.

“{d) When an award is made by an arbi-
trator, the patentee, his assignee or licensee
shall give notice thereof in writing to the
Commissioner. There shall be a separate
notice prepared for each patent involved in
such proceeding. Such notice shall set forth
the names and addresses of the parties, the
name of the inventor, and the name of the
patent owner, shall designate the number of
the patent, and shall contain a copy of the
award. If an award is modified by a court,
the party requesting such modification shall
give notice of such modification to the Com-
missioner. The Commissioner shall, upon re-
ceipt of either notice, enter the same in the
record of the prosecution of such patent, If
the required notice is not filed with the
Commissioner, any party to the proceeding
may provide such notice to the Commission-
er.

“(e) The award shall be unenforceable
until the notice required by subsection (d) is
received by the Commissioner.”.

(2) The analysis for chapter 29 of title 35
of the United States Code is amended by
adding at the end the following:

204, Voluntary arbitration.”.

(c) Sections 5, 6, 8 through 12, and 17(b)
of this Act shall take effect six months after
enactment.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the
rule, a second is not required on this
motion.

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
KAasTENMEIER), Will be recognized for
20 minutes, and the gentleman from
New Mexico (Mr. LuJsan), will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. KASTENMEIER).

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, on May 11 the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary voted by unani-
mous voice vote to report favorably
H.R. 6260, authorizing appropriations
for the Patent and Trademark Office.
The committee’s action followed simi-
lar unanimous approval of the bill by
the subcommittee handling copyright,
patent, and trademark matters.

The reason for the strong committee
support for this bill is that it reflects a
bipartisan response to the needs of the
Patent and Trademark Office.

The bill before you this afternoon is
basically the proposal of the President
with four changes designed to deal
with serious criticisms raised during
subcommittee hearings. First, the
original administration proposal au-
thorized the Commissioner of Patents
and Trademarks to establish fees ad-
ministratively. The subcommittee ap-
proved an amendment to set forth spe-
cific fees in the statute and limited the
Commissioner’s authority to raise fees.
Second, the administration recom-
mended that user fees recover 100 per-
cent of the costs of actual processing
of patents and trademarks. The sub-
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committee amended the bill to reduce
by 50 percent patent filing and main-
tenance fees for individual inventors,
small businesses and not for profit in-
stitutions. The effect of this amend-
ment is to increase by $8 million the
authorized appropriation which would
have been provided under the original
administration request. Third, the sub-
committee adopted a recommendation
of the Commissioner of Patents and
Trademarks, the American Bar Asso-
ciation and a coalition of corporate
patent counsel permitting arbitration
of patent disputes.

Finally, during full committee con-
sideration of the bill, an amendment
by the gentleman from Massachusetts,
Mr. Frang, was adopted. His amend-
ment grants to the Commissioner of
Patents and Trademarks the discre-
tion to establish the level of fees for
processing of trademarks.

Mr. Speaker, enactment of this bill
will reduce the current level of taxpay-
er support of the Patent and Trade-
mark Office by $21 million next year.
At the same time the innovative fee
provisions will permit an increase in
the actual level of services available to
users of the Office.

The bill before you reflects the con-
tribution of witnesses from a cross sec-
tion of the patent community. In de-
veloping H.R. 6260 we heard testimony
from the Commissioner of Patents and
Trademarks, the American Bar Asso-
ciation Section of Patent, trademark
and copyright law, the American
Patent Law Association, the Patent,
Trademark, and Copyright Section of
the State Bar of Virginia, the U.S.
Trademark Association and the Gener-
al Patent Counsel of the General Elec-
tric Corp.

I should add that the committee's
amendments have all been agreed to
by the administration.

Mr. Speaker, this is a bipartisan bill
which will save the U.S. taxpayers
over $20 million next year alone. It de-
serves the support of all Members of
the House and I urge its prompt pas-
sage.

I reserve the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

DonNELLY). The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from New Mexico, (Mr.
LuJjan).
e Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 6260, a bill to author-
ize appropriations for the Patent and
Trademark Office for fiscal years 1983
through 1985.

The problems that have plagued the
Patent and Trademark Office and the
users thereof are well documented. In
his testimony, the Commissioner of
Patents, Jerry Mossinghoff, indicated
that during fiscal year 1981, 20,000
pending patent applications were
added to an already huge backlog,
bringing the total of pending applica-
tions to over 200,000 cases. Moreover,
an estimated 6 percent to 7 percent of
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the 24 million documents patent ex-
aminers must search to decided
whether to issue a patent are either
missing or misfiled. The trademark op-
eration is in no better shape, with a
record 116,000 cases pending and a
wait of almost 2 years to register a
trademark.

In an attempt to remedy this serious
situation H.R. 6260 incorporates the
administration’s recommendation that
user fees be increased to achieve 100
percent cost recovery for patent and
trademark application processing.
Given the fact that patent fees have
remained unchanged since 1965, while
inflation has soared, and that the
users of the patent and trademark sys-
tems are the ones who benefit most di-
rectly from the services provided by
the Patent and Trademark Office, the
fee increases proposed in H.R. 6260 are
I believe, reasonable, in these times of
severe budgetary restraint.

In response to testimony from sever-
al witnesses that an increase in fees
beyond what is comtemplated in
Public Law 96-517 would work a sub-
stantial hardship on independent in-
ventors and small businesses, H.R.
6260 provides for a 50-percent reduc-
tion of all fees—filing, issuance, and
maintenance—for independent inven-
tors, small businesses, and nonprofit
organizations. Initially, I was con-
cerned that this two-tiered fee system
would result in additional bureaucracy
and increased costs. However, the
Commerce Department and the Com-
missioner of Patents and Trademarks
have made a convincing case that the
two-tier system is workable and will re-
quire no additional resources to ad-
minister.

Pursuant to the provisions of H.R.
6260, the Patent and Trademark
Office would rely exclusively on a self-
certification that a patent applicant
qualified as an independent inventor,
small business, or nonprofit organiza-
tion, Any false or fraudulent state-
ment or misrepresentation by an ap-
plicant would be a crime under title
18, United States Code, section 1001,
and the patent would be unenforce-
able.

In my opinion H.R. 6260 will go a
long way toward providing an effective
patent system operating around an ef-
ficient, properly funded Patent and
Trademark Office. Accordingly, I urge
my colleagues support for H.R. 6260,
which is a high priority for the
Reagan administration.e
® Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of H.R. 6260, which author-
izes appropriations for the Patent and
Trademark Office for 3 years. The
overall objective of this legislation
which is strongly supported by the
Reagan administration is to provide
for 100 percent user support for the
Patent and Trademark Office costs as-
sociated with the actual processing of
patent applications by fiscal year 1996.
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At the present time less than 25 per-
cent of the actual costs of processing
patent applications are supported by
fee revenue and under Public Law 96-
517, which becomes effective on Octo-
ber 1, 1982, this amount will gradually
begin to rise but will only reach 50
percent of actual costs in 1996.

There are those who maintain that
proposed fee increases will discourage
individual inventors and small busi-
nesses from using the patent system.
H.R. 6260 would clearly alleviate that
concern in that it provides a 50-per-
cent reduction in all patent fees for in-
dependent inventors, small businesses,
and nonprofit organizations. By the
same token, it is important to note
that if the average $85 filing fee and
$145 issue fee established in 1965 had
been indexed to the Consumer Price
Index, the filing issue fees during
fiscal year 1983 through fiscal year
1985 would be higher than the esti-
mated $300/$500 fees proposed in H.R.
6260.

Under H.R. 6260, the patent fees are
specifically spelled out in the statute.
The bill allows the Commissioner to
adjust these fees on October 1, 1985,
and every third year thereafter, to re-
flect any fluctuations occurring during
the previous 3 years in the Consumer
Price Index. Under this approach fees
can be adjusted to keep up with in-
creases in Patent and Trademark
Office operational costs without Con-
gress having to enact a new statutory
fee scheduled when operational costs
outstrip existing fees.

H.R. 6260 is an important piece of
legislation that I believe will greatly
improve the quality and timeliness of
patent and trademark production and
services. I commend it to my col-
leagues and urge its passage.e®
® Mr. IRELAND. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of H.R. 6260. This bill
which authorizes appropriation for
the Patent and Trademark Office in
the Department of Commerce is a very
responsible approach to the costs of
processing patents and trademarks
considering our present budgetary
contraints.

On behalf of the Nation’'s small busi-
ness community I would like to thank
the distinguished chairman of the
Subcommittee on Courts, Civil Liber-
ties, and the Administration of Justice,
Representative ROBERT KASTENMEIER
and the members of his subcommittee.
The bill stipulates that appropriated
funds should be used to reduce by 50
percent the fees paid by independent
inventors, nonprofit organizations,
and small businesses.

I am pleased to see that the subcom-
mittee recognized the great accom-
plishments of small business in the
field of innovation. Small business has
accounted for more than half of all
scientific and technological develop-
ment since the beginning of this cen-
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tury. From safety razors with dispos-
able blades to ice cream cones to zip-
pers to bifocals to artificial heart
valves to sliced breads—small business
invented them.

It is very gratifying to those of us
who serve on the Small Business Com-
mittee when we see other commitiees
of the Congress becoming sensitive to
the plight of small business. America
needs its creative entrepreneurs. As I
have often said, if America will save
small business, small business will save
America.e@

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
KAsTENMEIER) that the House suspend
the rule and pass the bill, H.R. 6260,
as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof),
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to extend their remarks on the
measure just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is

there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Wisconsin?
There was no objection.

WEB RURAL WATER
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass
the bill (H.R. 4347), to authorize the
Secretary of the Interior to proceed
with development of the WEB pipe-
line, to provide for the study of South
Dakota water projects to be developed
in lieu of the Oahe and Pollock-Her-
reid irrigation projects, and to make
available Missouri basin pumping
power to projects authorized by the
Flood Control Act of 1944 to receive
such power, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Uniled Stales of
America in Congress assembled, That the
WEB rural water development project, au-
thorized by section 9 of the Rural Develop-
ment Policy Act of 1980 (94 Stat. 1175), is
reauthorized subject to the provisions of
section 9 of that Act, as amended by section
2 of this Act. The Secretary of the Interior
(hereinafter referred to as the “Secretary’)
is directed to proceed with the development
of the WEB rural water development proj-
ect, consistent with the terms and condi-
tions of section 9(e) of that Act, as amended
by section 2 of this Act, and to make avail-
able for immediate obligation any funds ap-
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propriated for such project for fiscal year
1981.

Sec. 2. Section 9 of the Rural Develop-
ment Policy Act of 1980 is amended by—

(1) striking out in subsection (b) all after
“the types of construction involved herein”
and inserting a period in lieu thereof;

(2) striking out the first sentence of sub-
section (d); and

(3) striking out the first sentence of sub-
section (e) and inserting in lieu thereof the
following: “The Secretary of the Interior
shall use funds appropriated under this Act
to provide financial assistance to plan and
develop the WEB rural water development
project under the terms and conditions of
the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop-
ment Act and the rules and regulations pro-
mulgated by the Department of Agriculture
under that Act, except to the extent such
Act or rules or regulations promulgated
thereunder are inconsistent with the provi-
sions of this section.”.

SEc. 3. (a) The Secretary is authorized, in
cooperation with the State of South
Dakota, to conduct studies pursuant to this
Act which shall include consideration of—

(1) alternate uses of facilities constructed
for use in conjunction with the Oahe unit,
initial stage, James division, Pick-Sloan Mis-
souri River basin program, South Dakota;

(2) future uses in South Dakota of water
delivered by the Garrison unit, Pick-Sloan
Missouri River basin program, North
Dakota; and

(3) a modified plan of development for the
Pollock-Herried unit, South Dakota pump-
ing division, Pick-Sloan Missouri River basin
program, South Dakota, including alterna-
tive lands or a project of a smaller scale
than that authorized by the Reclamation
Authorization Act of 1975 (43 U.S.C. 615
1111).

(b) In formulating recommendations to
Congress, the Secretary shall take into ac-
count the land inundated in the South
Dakota under the Pick-Sloan Missouri basin
program and the irrigation development au-
thorized for South Dakota by the Flood
Control Act of 1944,

(c) The Secretary shall report to Congress
the findings of the studies, along with rec-
ommendations for disposition of the Oahe
unit.

(d) The Secretary may contract with the
State the carry out the studies authorized
by this section.

(e) The studies performed and the reports
made under this section shall be of recon-
naissance, appraisal, or feasibility grade as
is appropriate to determine whether further
action on the development of the Secre-
tary’s recommendations is warranted.

Sec. 4. (a) The Secretary is authorized to
cancel the master contract and participating
and security contracts for the Oahe unit,
initial stage: Provided, however, That such
actions shall be done with the agreement of
the Oahe Conservancy Subdistrict and the
Spink and West Brown Irrigation Districts:
And provided further, That any and all
funds accumulated by the Oahe Conservan-
cy Subdistrict under the master contract
shall be refunded to or otherwise expended
for the benefit of the taxpayers of the sub-
district; and that any repayment obligation
existing at the time of cancellation of the
master and security contracts shall thereaf-
ter be treated as a deferred cost of the Pick-
Sloan Missouri basin program to be assumed
by the beneficiaries of any future project
which utilizes the Oahe unit facilities for
which the repayment obligation was in-
curred.
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(b) Those features of the authorized plan
of development for the Oahe unit, initial
stage, which were designed for and could be
used only to deliver irrigation water to the
Spink and West Brown irrigation districts
namely: Faulkton, Cresbard, West Main,
Redfield, James, and East Canals; Cresbard
and Byron Dams and Reservoirs; James and
Byron pumping plants; and associated fea-
tures; shall not be constructed by the Secre-
tary without further action by the Con-
gress, but nothing in this Act shall be
deemed to limit the authority of the Secre-
tary to recommend development of other
features, based upon the study authorized
by section 3(a)1) of this Act.

Sec. 5. The Secretary in cooperation with
the Department of Energy, is authorized to
make available the Missouri River basin
program pumping power to new irrigation
projects constructed by Indian tribes or by
public entities organized under State law
which have been authorized by the Flood
Control Act of 1944 to receive such power.
Such power shall be made available to the
Grass Rope unit, Pick-Sloan Missouri basin
program. In recognition of the legislative
intent of the Pick-Sloan Missouri River
basin program to provide project power to
financially sound irrigation development,
such power may also be made available at
the Secretary's discretion for other such
Federal, cooperative Federal, nonfederal ir-
rigation projects, if requested by the Gover-
nor or an Indian tribe: Provided, That the
Secretary determines the project to be eco-
nomically and financially feasible and in
compliance with applicable environmental
laws, and submits such proposals to Con-
gress subject to disapproval by joint resolu-
tion within ninety calendar days of continu-
ous session of Congress after the date of
submission of such proposals.

Skec. 6. Effective October 1, 1982, there are
authorized to be appropriated such funds as
may be necessary to carry out the provisions
of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, a second is not re-
quired on this motion.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. pE
LA Garza) will be recognized for 20
minutes, and the gentleman from New
Mexico (Mr. LuJsan) will be recognized
for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DE LA GARZA).

Mr. pE 1A GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
H.R. 4347, a bill to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to proceed with
development of the WEB rural water
development project that would pro-
vide water to 50 towns and about
30,000 people in the northern area of
South Dakota.

First, however, Mr. Speaker, I feel it
necessary to comment on the back-
ground, need and purpose of this legis-
lation.

The economy of South Dakota is
heavily dependent on agriculture and
for years South Dakota suffered from
disastrous floods from the Missouri
River which caused considerable losses
of life, livestock, crops and damage to
soil. Recognizing these problems, Con-
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gress enacted the Pick-Sloan Act in
1944 which initiated a program for the
construction of a series of massive
mainstream dams, resulting in the in-
undation of over a million acres of the
upper basin States most agriculturally
productive bottom lands, 500,000 acres
of which were located in South
Dakota.

In return for this sacrifice, South
Dakota was to receive substantial irri-
gation development to stabilize and
insure the long-term economic growth
of the region. In 1968, Congress au-
thorized the initial stage of the Oahe
unit to assist in compensating South
Dakota for the loss of its prime agri-
cultural lands. Construction began in
1974. Problems at the local, State and
Federal level, however, resulted.

The Rural Development Policy Act
of 1980 authorized the appropriation
of $1.9 million for initial planning and
construction of the WEB project. This
sum was subsequently appropriated,
but the use of the funds deferred until
certain conditions were met: that legis-
lation deauthorizing the Oahe unit be
enacted by September 30, 1981. The
original linkage of the WEB rural
water development project with deau-
thorization of the Oahe unit was a
precondition for support by the prior
administration. H.R. 4347 reflects an
agreement by all parties concerned,
thus resolving the points in controver-

sy.

The Rural Development Policy Act
of 1980 also authorized the appropria-
tion of an additional $68.1 million for
further planning and construction.
However, this authorization lapsed on
October 1, 1981. H.R. 4347 restores the
authorization for appropriations.

In order to get a clearer assessment
of future development to best serve
the needs of the agriculture communi-
ty of South Dakota, the bill authorizes
the Secretary of the Interior to con-
duct studies—and report his findings
to Congress—of certain South Dakota
projects, such as, first, alternate uses
of the Oahe unit facilities—initial
stage; second, future South Dakota
use of water delivered by the Garrison
unit; and third, a modified plan of de-
velopment for the Pollock-Herreid
unit, including alternative lands or a
project of a smaller scale than that au-
thorized by the Reclamation Authori-
zation Act of 1975. Under that act, the
Bureau of Reclamation had deter-
mined that approximately 15,000 acres
of land were necessary for irrigation
purposes and to provide a water
supply for municipal and industrial
needs. However, the Bureau of Recla-
mation subsequently discovered that
only 4,000 acres were irrigable. There-
fore, the bill calls for a modified plan
of a smaller project or alternative
lands.

H.R. 4347 also authorizes the Secre-
tary of the Interior, in cooperation
with the Department of Energy, to
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make available Missouri River Basin
pumping power to new irrigation
projects constructed by Indian tribes
or by public entities authorized to re-
ceive such power by the Flood Control
Act of 1944; in addition, such power is
also made available, at the Secretary’s
discretion, to other Federal, coopera-
tive Federal and non-Federal irriga-
tion projects, if found to be economi-
cally and financially feasible, in com-
pliance with environmental laws and
approved by Congress.

CBO estimates the total cost of this
legislation to be $82.1 million, with 25
percent of that amount, about $20.5
million, to go for loans under the Con-
solidated Farm and Rural Develop-
ment Act provisions.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I simply
wish to remind my colleagues that it
has been many years since South
Dakota gave up thousands of acres of
its highly productive agricultural
lands to the U.S. Government for the
flood control projects on the Missouri
River Basin. They have patiently
awaited compensation. H.R. 4347 is a
compromise effort by the Federal
Government to liguidate that obliga-
tion and carry out its part of the origi-
nal agreement.

I ask all Members to join me in sup-
porting enactment of H.R. 4347.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
South Dakota (Mr. DASCHLE).

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Speaker, I am
very grateful to the chairman for his
cooperation and his support and for
that of the Conservation, Credit Sub-
committee chairman, Mr. Jones of
Tennessee. I also want to express my
sincere gratitude to the subcommittee
chairman, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. Kazen) and to the Chairman of
the Interior and Insular Affairs Com-
mittee, Mr. UpaLL. We have had re-
markable cooperation from both com-
mittees in what is a very important
piece of legislation for our State.

The bill really is no stranger to this
Congress or to those committees. It
was introduced as an amendment to
authorize the WEB rural water system
2 years ago, and it passed unanimous-
ly. I think it is clear that we have that
same kind of unanimous support this
year. It passed with the same kind of
overwhelming endorsement in both
the Interior Committee and the Agri-
culture Committee earlier this year,
and rightfully so.

The 1944 Flood Control Act has ben-
efited millions of people, farmers,
business, and communities in States
south of the Dakotas, from Nebraska
and Iowa to Texas and Louisiana. By
damming the Missouri River, we have
provided flood control and hydroele-
tric power nearly unparalleled any-
where in the country, but it has been
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at a cost, a cost mainly incurred by the
people of South Dakota.

We lost nearly 540,000 acres of pro-
ductive farmland, we lost millions of
dollars in revenue and taxes, and we
lost population as farms and towns
were abandoned in the last 30 years.
And for the last 30 years our own
people have been promised compensa-
tion. Initially that compensation was
to take the form of an irrigation proj-
ect entitled and when that proved to
be unfeasible in 1976, our State and
this Congress and now two administra-
tions have worked to find alternatives.
That effort began in 1980 with the
passage of the first authorization of
the WEB pipeline project in
northeastern South Dakota. It is now
culminating in our consideration of
H.R. 4347 today.

H.R. 4347 is the product of a mutual
effort among a wide diversity of
people in our State, water organiza-
tions and water users, the Governor
and the congressional delegation. At
long last this legislation will provide
desperately needed water to more
than 30,000 of our people in our State.

In South Dakota WEB has been the
subject of numerous studies from gov-
ernment to nongovernment organiza-
tions alike, and with each study it has
proven to be extraordinarily feasible.
It will mean the delivery of water now
unavailable to so many people in the
northeastern part of our State for the
first time. They have been patient,
they have been forthcoming, they
have been in need of this project for
far too long, and we need to pass this
legislation right now.

The bill will also allow us to study
other projects to be used in lieu of
Oahe. It allows us to study alternative
uses of the existing Oahe facilities. it
allows us to study the future uses of
water delivered by the Garrison unit
to North Dakota. It allows us to study
the modified plan of development for
the Pollock-Herreid irrigation project,
and it deauthorizes some of those
original provisions first authorized in
the Oahe project.

Mr. Speaker, I say to the Members
of this House that there is no more
important piece of legislation for the
development of our water resources in
our State than this, and I ask for its
unanimous passage.

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DASCHLE. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the gentleman'’s yielding.

As the gentleman knows, in the de-
velopment of this legislation and in
discussions with him on other legisla-
tion now pending in the Congress, I
have a concern for downstream States,
the States of Missouri and Iowa and
other States of the Missouri River
Basin about transferring river water
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by diversion, and using it in a coal
slurry pipeline outside the Missouri
River Basin. There is a sale of water
from South Dakota to an energy
transportation system which would
use it for a coal slurry pipeline, for ex-
ample.

I want to make sure of the intent of
this legislation. I want to insure that it
is the gentleman’s intent that the
studies which are authorized under
section 3 of this legislation regarding
the alternative uses and future uses
and the modified plan, as described
therein, involve only irrigation and do-
mestic, municipal, or rural water de-
velopment for consumption in the
State of South Dakota.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s concern. He
was instrumental to insuring that the
legislation provide this guarantee, and
certainly that is our intent.

This legislation deals only with
projects specific to South Dakota and
water development therein. It has
nothing to do with basin transfer or
any of the concerns expressed very le-
gitimately by the gentleman from Mis-
souri in the deliberations in commit-
tee.

Mr. COLEMAN. And so my state-
ment is correct, and the answer to that
question is that that is the gentle-
man'’s intent?

Mr. DASCHLE. That is my intent.

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, we

have heard a lot from our colleagues
from the State of South Dakota re-
garding the lack of benefits that they

have received from the inundation of
many acres in their State under the
1944 Flood Control Act, and I hope
that the people of South Dakota are
aware now that this project, the WEB
pipeline project, is going to benefit
them, and that this Member of Con-
gress feels that the State of South
Dakota and the South Dakotans have
a legitimate right to utilize Missouri
River water for domestic internal pur-
poses in the State of South Dakota
within reason.

So I stand to support the bill. We
have worked out this language in an
attempt to compromise, and I think it
serves both parties well. But I think
we have to address other issues regard-
ing river water diversion in the future,
and that that will have to be done by
other committees in other legislation.
I want to thank the gentleman from
South Dakota for providing me the
true congressional intent.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Speaker, If the
gentleman will allow me to use more
time, I just want to emphasize again
our specific intent with regard to this
legislation, and let me make one final
point before I yield back to our chair-
man.

That is that we do not in any way
anticipate that this is the final word
on water development in South
Dakota, It is a tremendous start. It is a
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very necessary start, but it leaves a
great deal to be done as we consider
the comprehensive water development
needs of our State.

So, Mr. Speaker, as we pass this leg-
islation, it is incumbent on us that we
rededicate ourselves to further water
development and further projects as
the time goes on.

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from South Dakota (Mr.
ROBERTS).

Mr. ROBERTS of South Dakota. I
rise in support of H.R. 4347, and ask
unanimous consent to revise and
extend my remarks, and submit extra-
neous material into the REcorbp.

On July 30, 1981, I introduced H.R.
4347, a bill cosponsored by the entire
South Dakota delegation, to provide
for water development in South
Dakota. My colleagues from South
Dakota and I have worked together to
make this bill a reality. We share a
strong and sincere belief that this leg-
islation embodies the wishes of the
people of South Dakota to move ahead
with water development in our State.

Following its introduction, I carried
H.R. 4347 to the administration to
obtain their support. Upon slight revi-
sion, I gained the full endorsements of
the Department of the Interior, the
Department of Agriculture, and the
Office of Management and Budget for
H.R. 4347.

This bill also enjoys overwhelming
support, Mr. Speaker, in the State of
South Dakota. The Governor and the
State legislature have endorsed H.R.
4347, as have many of the cities and
water development associations in the
State.

Here in Congress, before both the
Agriculture and the Interior Commit-
tees, we have extended the necessary
assurances to our colleagues through-
out the Missouri River Basin that HR.
4347 will not affect their water sup-
plies in any way.

H.R. 4347 with reauthorize the WEB
rural water system to serve the domes-
tic water needs of over 30,000 people
in northern South Dakota. The WEB
system participants have been waiting
patiently since the project was origi-
nally authorized by this body in 1980.

The study section of H.R. 4347 will
authorize a series of studies exploring
the potential of water development in
South Dakota. Those studies include:
A reformulation of the Pollock-Her-
reid irrigation unit; the possible use of
return flows from the Garrison diver-
sion project in North Dakota for irri-
gation and domestic purposes in South
Dakota; and the development of irriga-
tion and municipal water uses in lieu
of the now-defunct Oahe project. The
latter study will explore the utilization
of the facilities that were constructed
for the Oahe project, at a cost of $41
million, and never used. Specifically,
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those facilities could be used for the
CENDAK project, if proven feasible.

H.R. 4347 provides for the cancella-
tion of the supporting and participat-
ing contracts on the Oahe project,
which will assure that the project will
not be built, as well as serve to lift the
lien upon the project area lands.

Additionally, this bill prohibits the
construction of the northern features
of the Oahe project unless specifically
directed otherwise by Congress.

The commitment made to South
Dakota with the authorizing of the
Oahe project remains alive, as this bill
both retains that authorization and in-
structs the Secretary of Interior to re-
member the sacrifices made by South
Dakota when almost 540,000 acres of
our prime bottomland were perma-
nently flooded upon the building of
the Missouri River mainstem dams.

The original 1944 Flood Control Act
provided that inexpensive hydropower
would be available to South Dakota to
facilitate the irrigation development
that was promised to the State as our
compensation for the flooded acres.
H.R. 4347 provides for South Dakota’'s
future use of that promised power as
irrigation is developed.

Recently, the South Dakota Water
Congress released a report on the his-
tory of the 1944 Flood Control Act and
its accomplishments to date. I am, by
unanimous consent, placing this
report in the Recorp for the examina-
tion of my colleagues.

Mr. Speaker, for 40 years South
Dakota has been promised much in
the way of assistance for water devel-
opment, all in the name of compensa-
tion for our past sacrifices. HR. 4347
will be a major step toward the realiza-
tion of those commitments, and I
strongly urge its passage.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

The report to which I referred is as
follows:

A LritrrLE HisToRrY ‘DoN'T' HURT
SOUTH DAKOTA WATER CONGRESS

James Watt has said he's likely the last
U.S. SBecretary of Interior who will have
ever heard of the Pick-Sloan Plan. It is pos-
sible that some people who oppose South
Dakota’s water sale have never read it.

To place today's controversies concerning
the Missouri River in perspective, it is im-
portant to review some of the history of the
Pick-Sloan Plan that led to the major devel-
opments on the Missouri River.

EARLY FLOODING

Go back to the first recorded flood stage
of 12 to 17 feet in 1844 or the severe flood-
ing that occurred in 1881 and chronically
through the 1920s. Because of these prob-
lems, Congress directed the Corps of Engi-
neers to study ways in which these problems
could be avoided. In 1927 the Corps of Engi-
neers completed what is known as House
Document 308, a 1,245-page description of
methods of providing storage in the Missou-
ri Basin to achieve flood control, irrigation,
navigation and power development.

Clearly, however, the attention of the
nation was not focused on water resources
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development in those depression days of the
late 1920s and 1930s and the gathering war
clouds that afflicted Europe and Japan.
Like so many things, the impetus for
moving forward was only partially ad-
dressed when, under the leadership of Presi-
dent Franklin D. Roosevelt, the construc-
tion of the Fort Peck, Mont., dam began in
1933 as a public works project.

It took severe flooding once again in the
early 1940s to refocus government atten-
tion. In 1943 it is recorded that seven feet of
water covered the Omaha airport. It was
then that national planners perceived that
this continued disruption of the heartland
of America that produced an enormous
amount of its goods for the welfare of its
citizens and comprised one-sixth of the land
mass of the United States had to be ad-
dressed, if for no other reason that it posed
a threat to the war effort of World War II.

A PLAN OF BENEFITS

Against that backdrop, then, two plans
were advanced—one by Lewis Pick, who was
the Missouri River division engineer, and
later became the chief of engineers, and one
by a regional engineer of the Bureau of Rec-
lamation, W. Glen Sloan—to solve the prob-
lems of the Missouri River basin. From the
marriage of these two proposals was born
the Flood Control Act of 1944 which was
later renamed the Pick-Sloan Plan in honor
of the two gentlemen who authored the
major elements of it.

The authorizing document of the Pick-
Sloan Plan is Senate Document 191 that
was considered Congress in April, 1944.
That Senate document, along with House
Document 475, identified navigation, flood
control, irrigation, power production, the
restoration of surface and ground water
supplies, furnishing municipal water sup-
plies, abatement of stream pollution, silt
control, fish and wildlife preservation, and
recreation as the key features of the 1944
Flood Control Act.

It's interesting to look at Senate Docu-
ment 191 and understand the views of those
persons involved at that time. According to
Senate Document 191, it was to be “a plan
for the conservation and control of the
water reservoirs of the entire Missouri River
Basin,” a radical proposal for that day. It
was predicated on “yield for the greatest
good to the greatest number of people.”

It proposed irrigation development for
5,307,700 acres of land in the Basin and
758,500 kilowatts of hydropower capacity.
South Dakota's proposed share of that irri-
gation development was set at 972,510 acres.

WHO BENEFITTED FIRST?

The key to the development of the Pick-
Sloan Project was probably most clearly
enunciated by then Chief of Engineers, Maj.
Gen. E. Reybold, who, in a letter to the
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commissioner of Reclamation dated April
25, 1944, stated in part:

“Since reservoirs on the mainstem are the
most beneficial from the standpoint of flood
control below Sioux City and are vitally
needed for cyclic storage, I consider the
maximum practical amount of storage must
be provided on the mainstem in North and
South Dakota.”

This, then, clearly outlined the major
tradeoffs in the development of the Pick-
Sloan Plan and it is important to remember
that these are the same sort of issues that
are still being debated today.

What were those tradeoffs?

FLOOD STORAGE, IRRIGATION

First, trade reservoir storage space by per-
manently flooding large areas of South
Dakota, North Dakota and Montana to ac-
commodate flood control in return for irri-
gation development in these upper basin
states. South Dakota, for example, perma-
nently flooded over 500,000 acres of Missou-
ri River bottomlands in order to do their
part in the development of the Pick-Sloan
Plan.

NAVIGATION NOT A PRIORITY

The second major tradeoff concerned the
same type of upstream versus downstream
fight seen today, but was centered primarily
on the use of water for such things as irriga-
tion and power production versus down-
stream navigation. This conflict was re-
solved by a key amendment to the act,
known as the O'Mahoney-Milliken Amend-
ment, which stated:

“The use for navigation, in connection
with the operation and maintenance of such
works herein authorized for construction of
waters arising in states lying wholly or
partly west of the 98th meridian shall be
only such use as does not conflict with any
beneficial consumptive use, present or
future, in the states lying wholly or partly
west of the 98th meridian, of such waters
for domestic, municipal, stock water, irriga-
tion, mining or industrial purposes.”

Iowa lies wholly east of the 98th meridian.
This key amendment broke the deadlock be-
tween upstream and downstream states by
guaranteeing water use by those upstream
states—not just a chance to look at large
reservoirs.

HYDROPOWER TO BE SHARED

The third major tradeoff or feature of the
Pick-Sloan Plan was that the hydropower
developed would be shared among the states
of the Basin, without regard to the location
of those plants which would produce that
power.

Navigation.—Another major beneficiary of
the construction of the mainstem dams has
been navigation with the maintenance of a
nine-foot-deep, 300-foot-wide channel that
provides an eight-month barge season, in
recent years allowing over three million
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tons of commodities annually to be shipped
from Sioux City on south. Approximately
one-third of those commodities has been
farm produce.

Recreation.—Recreation on the Missouri
River furnished 10 million visitor days in
1981, and wildlife has been enhanced.

With that record, then, why is there this
new interest and conflict?

It dates, perhaps, from 1973 and the be-
ginning of the oil crises, prompting major
energy corporations to look at the Missouri
River as a water source for future energy
development. Like it or not, this region is
blessed in Wyoming, North Dakota and
Montana with enormous amounts of coal
which in order to be used needs enormous
amounts of water. The U.S. Bureau of Rec-
lamation, in their 1977 Water for Energy
study, estimated that one million acre feet
could be made available for the purposes of
energy development without affecting the
other uses on the river.

While there has been an uproar lately
about the amount of water being used for
industrial purposes—the most famous of
which is the sale by the state of South
Dakota of 50,000 acre feet of water to
Energy Transportation Systems, Inc. for
coal slurry pipeline—there is presently less
than 100,000 acre feet of water that is per-
mitted to major energy users. Compare that
with the Corps of Engineers estimate of
evaporation losses on the six mainstem res-
ervoirs of one to 2.5 million acre feet annu-
ally.

Nonetheless, it raises questions—questions
which should be addressed in the context of
history.

Issues that cause conflicts between up-
stream and downstream states in the Basin
are not new. They may be created by differ-
ent and changing pressures, but they are
not new. In the past, the conflicts were set-
tled by compromise, negotiation and an
overall view, to quote Senate Document 191,
to “vield the greatest good to the greatest
number of people.” It is our responsibility
at the state and federal level to pursue this

goal.

South Dakota must look to the Missouri
River and how it can use what it believes is
a fair and yet modest entitlement to foster
some state development of municipal water
supplies, rural water systems and state irri-
gation projects. These modest efforts do not
in any way relieve the significant federal ob-
ligation to South Dakota as its part of the
Pick-Sloan *‘deal.”

South Dakota has benefitted from the
Missouri River—but in terms of overall con-
cept and major benefits that have occurred
as a result of that development, South
Dakota has come up short. So short in fact,
that in some respects downstream states
have benefitted more by accident than
South Dakota has by design.
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Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROBERTS of South Dakota.
Certainly, I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the gentleman's yielding.

I would propound the same colloquy
I had with the other gentleman from
South Dakota.

Is it the gentleman’s intention,
under the studies authorized in section
3, to study the impact of the alterna-
tive uses, the future uses, and the
modified plan described therein, that
such studies would involve only irriga-
tion and domestic and municipal and
rural water consumption in the State
of South Dakota?

Mr. ROBERTS of South Dakota.
Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for that question.

I am certainly in agreement with my
colleague, the gentleman from South
Dakota, that we are certainly just
looking at development within South
Dakota, and we certainly understand
the gentleman's concerns for the
people in his area. We appreciate his
hard work in helping us get this bill
before the floor in a way and in a form
that is acceptable.

Mr. COLEMAN. So that is the gen-
tleman’s intent?

Mr. ROBERTS of South Dakota.
That is correct.

Mr. COLEMAN. It is his intent to so
limit it?

Mr. ROBERTS of South Dakota.
Yes.

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s yielding.

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. COLEMAN).

Mr. COLEMAN., Mr. Speaker, I
would like to point out that for the
first time we have in this legislation a
requirement that there be a study
that will be balanced by the Secretary
in determining these uses and the use
of the Missouri River water.

In the past we have seen that such
studies have always been limited in
scope dealing with the effect on the
State that is the source of this water,
this being the State of South Dakota.
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For the first time we have asked
that these studies be balanced and
that recommendations in these studies
authorized under section 3 are going
to have to show the availability of
water for use and consumption in
other States in the Missouri River
Basin.

Those of us in downstream States
many times are overlooked in the
process of planning and construction
of various water resource projects, and
this legislation I think sets a prece-
dent. We and our interests will not be
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overlooked in the future and these
studies will be balanced with the needs
of downstream users, which are very
important.

So this is a step in the right direc-
tion. It was an amendment that I of-
fered and which was adopted in com-
mittee report language. I think it is
very clear that the Secretary is going
to have to balance his approach in any
studies made under section 3.

Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COLEMAN. I yield to my friend,
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. BEDELL. I would like to com-
mend the gentleman for his statement
and for his concerns that he has ex-
pressed. I would like to state to the
gentleman that a lot of the water does
not start from South Dakota; indeed, a
lot of the water that we are talking
about starts way upstream from South
Dakota.

Mr. COLEMAN. The gentleman is
very active in this area, and we are
working together to make sure the
downstream interests are heard and
that we put together a coherent water
poliey for the Missouri River basin.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. Kazan), who is chairman
of the Subcommittee on Water and
Power Resources of the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, and who
shares jurisdiction with us on this leg-
islation.

Mr. KAZEN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4347 reauthorizes
the WEB water development project
in the State of South Dakota. This is a
rural water delivery project which will
be constructed under the jurisdiction
of the Bureau of Reclamation. The
principal feature will be a pipeline
which will deliver water for municipal
and domestic use to serve approxi-
mately 30,000 people and 50 rural com-
munities in South Dakota.

The WEB pipeline was authorized
by Public Law 96-355. The act author-
ized the appropriation of $1,900,000 to
the Secretary of the Interior for fiscal
year 1981 for initial planning and con-
struection. The money has been appro-
priated, but not yet expended.

Public Law 96-355 also authorized
the appropriation of $68,100,000 to the
Secretary of the Interior for actual
construction of the project. The
money, however, under that act was to
be transferred to the Secretary of Ag-
riculture when appropriated. This has
been changed in H.R. 4347 to provide
for construction of the project by the
Secretary of the Interior, but in com-
pliance with the provisions of the Con-
solidated Farm and Rural Develop-
ment Act. Also, the act made the au-
thorization contingent upon the deau-
thorization of the Oahe unit of the

June 8, 1982

Pick-Sloan Missouri River basin
project by September 31, 1981. Such
deauthorizing legislation was not en-
acted, partly because the deauthoriza-
tion of the unit would leave in limbo
certain features which have already
been constructed.

The Oahe unit was originally au-
thorized to partially compensate the
State of South Dakota for lands in
that State which were inundated by a
series of dams constructed on the
main stream of the Missouri River to
furnish flood control and hydroelec-
tric power to downstream States.

Construction on the initial stage of
the Oahe unit was started in 1974, but
discontinued in 1977 after the project
lost local support and when it ap-
peared that the cost of the project,
which would not be approximately
$900 million, would not be justified.

H.R. 4347 represents 3 years of work
by the South Dakota congressional
delegation to arrive at an alternative
to the construction of the Oahe unit
which would benefit the rural econo-
my of that State as the Oahe unit was
to have done.

Mr. Speaker, I want to emphasize
that H.R. 4347 is a reauthorization of
a project which Congress approved in
1980. The amendment provides that
the Secretary of the Interior study al-
ternate uses of the features of the
Oahe unit which have already been
constructed. However, no new uses will
be made of these facilities and no addi-
tional construction authorized until
the Secretary has reported on his
studies to the Congress and the Con-
gress has approved such new uses or
construction. If such new uses are ap-
proved, the beneficiaries will be re-
sponsible for reimbursement of the
construction costs as provided by ex-
isting law.

Mr. Speaker, I urge approval of this
legislation.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. BEDELL).

Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to at this time enter into the
REecorp letters from the Office of the
Legislative Counsel of the U.S. Senate,
the Congressional Research Service,
and the Department of Interior with
legal interpretations of section 4(b),
lines 12-14 which says that the fea-
tures mentioned in lines 8-12 “shall
not be constructed by the Secretary
without further action by the Con-
gress.” Each interpretation concurs
that the listed facilities could not be
constructed unless Congress reauthor-
izes them.

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, during
markup of this legislation in the Agri-
culture Committee the gentlemen
from South Dakota both shared this

interpretation.
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The letters are as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
March 5, 1982,

Memorandum to: Senator Pressler.

(Attention of Mel Ustad).

Re deauthorizing language in H.R. 4347 re-
lating to the WEB pipeline.

You requested an opinion as to the effect
of subsection (b) of section 3 of H.R. 4347
which provides as follows:

“(b) Those features of the authorized plan
of development for the Oahe unit, initial
stage, which were designed for and could be
used only to deliver irrigation water to the
Spink and West Brown irrigation districts,
namely: Faulkton, Cresbard, West Main,
Redfield, James, and East Canals; Cresbard
and Byron Dams and Reservoirs; James and
Byron Pumping Plants; and associated fea-
tures; shall not be constructed by the Secre-
tary, but nothing in this Act shall be
deemed to limit the authority of the Secre-
tary to recommend development of other
features, based upon the study authorized
by section 2(a)(1) of this Act™.

You have specifically asked about the
effect of the language ‘'shall not be con-
structed”. If this bill is enacted into law, the
effect of the language would be to deautho-
rize construction of the features specified in
such subsection. Any future construction re-
lating to such features would have to be spe-
cifically reauthorized by legislation.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if I
can be of further assistance in this matter.

Respectfully,
WiLriaMm F. JENSEN,
Office of Legislative Counsel.

CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE,

THE L1BRARY OF CONGRESS,
Washington, D.C., March 17, 1982.

To: Hon. Larry Pressler.

(Attention of Mel Ustad).

From: American Law Division.

Subject: Whether Language in H.R. 4347
(97th Congress) constitutes a deauthor-
ization of the Oahe irrigation unit.

This memorandum responds to the re-
quest of Mr. Ustad that our telephone con-
versation on the topic above be put into
writing.

H.R. 4347 provides in section 3(b) that—

“Those features of the authorized plan of
development for the Oahe unit, initial stage,
which were designed for and could be used
only to deliver irrigation water to the Spink
and West Brown irrigation districts . ..
shall not be constructed by the Secretary
[of the Interiorl. . . .”

Research reveals no reason why the oper-
ative phrase—"“shall not be constructed by
the Secretary”—should be interpreted as
anything less than a deauthorization of the
specified features of the Oahe unit. The
legal literature reveals no rule to the effect
that Federal project deauthorizations can
only be achieved through use of the term
“deauthorize’” or any other particular lan-
guage.

The contemplated addition of the phrase
“unless reauthorized by Congress" immedi-
ately following *“shall not be constructed by
the Secretary”’ seems to be unnecessary,
given the foregoing interpretation. It is a
truism that a deauthorized project remains
s0 only until such time as it is reauthorized.

ROBERT MELTZ,
Legislative Attorney.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION,
Washington, D.C., Mar. 2, 1982.
Hon. JAMES ABDNOR,
U.S. Senale,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SewaTOrR AppNor: In response to
your letter of earlier today, this is to con-
firm your understanding of the meaning of
the language of subsection 3(b) or S. 1553/
H.R. 4347 regarding the construction of cer-
tain features of the authorized Oahe unit,
initial stage. The Department has endorsed
enactment of this legislation with amend-
ments.

In our view the language of subsection
3(b) is clear on its face. The listed facilities
could not be constructed under this provi-
sion unless Congress were to reverse itself
and reauthorize them. Enacted into law,
subsection 3(b) would preclude construction
of those facilities by the Department.

While the intent of the language is clear
as it is, we would have no objection to a
technical amendment citing House Docu-
ment 90-163 in order to further and more
formally identify the features not to be con-
structed.

I regret any confusion which has resulted
on this point as a result of the August 31,
1981, letter addressed to Mr. John Sich by
Acting Assistant Commissioner Aldon Niel-
son. Hopefully, this will clarify the legal in-
terpretation of subsection 3(b).

Sincerely yours,
RoBerT H. BROADBENT,
Commissioner.

Mr. BEDELL. I would like to ask the
gentlemen, Mr. DascHLE and Mr. Rog-
ERTS, to confirm this interpretation of
section 4(b).

Mr. DASCHLE. If the gentleman
will yield, I can affirm the gentleman’s
understanding. A letter from Robert

Meltz, the legislative attorney for the
Library of Congress, dated March 17,

1982, states, “Research reveals no
reason why the operative phase shall
not be constructed by the Secretary'—
should be interpreted as anything less
than a deauthorization of specified
features of the OAHE Unit."”

Mr. BEDELL. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. ROBERTS of South Dakota.
Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BEDELL. I yield to my col-
league, the gentleman from South
Dakota (Mr. ROBERTS).

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank my col-
league from the great State of Iowa
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I certainly agree with
what the gentleman has read into the
REecorp here. That is fact. Before the
Secretary would be allowed to go
ahead with the water project, it would
in fact have to come before this very
body for reauthorization.

Mr. BEDELL. I thank the gentleman
very much, and I would like to take
this opportunity to commend the gen-
tleman. There are times when we have
our differences in regard to water, but
I think it speaks well that indeed we
can work together. The gentleman
from Iowa supports this legislation,
and I think this shows the way we
could try to work together in trying to
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solve our water problems in the coun-
try.

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Virgin-
ia (Mr.WAMPLER).

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of H.R. 4347, a bill to au-
thorize the Secretary of the Interior
to proceed with development of the
South Dakota WERB pipeline, and
other purposes. I particularly want to
associate myself with the remarks of
the gentleman from South Dakota
(Mr. RoBerTs) and commend him for
his hard work and outstanding leader-
ship in bringing this bill to the floor.

The purpose of H.R. 4347 is to pro-
vide reimbursement to the State of
South Dakota for the lands sacrificed
for the Pick-Sloan Missouri main-
stream dams. These dams, which were
constructed during the past 40 years
in order to control the destructive
flooding in the lower Missouri River
basin, inundated over a million acres
of the upper basin States’ most agri-
culturally productive bottom lands. In
return, upper basin States were to re-
ceive substantial irrigation develop-
ment to stabilize and insure the eco-
nomic growth of the region. This bill
addresses that debt owed to South
Dakota.

What H.R. 4347 does is to direct the
Secretary of Interior to proceed with
the WEB rural development project,
and to make appropriated funds imme-
diately available for obligation. The
Secretary of Interior is authorized to
conduct studies and report to Congress
on South Dakota water projects to be
developed in lieu of the OAHE and
Pollack-Herreid irrigation facilities.
Authority also is granted the Secer-
tary to make Missouri River basin
pumping power available to Indian
tribes and other public entities for use
in new irrigation projects.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4347 was not with-
out controversy during its consider-
ation before the Agriculture Commit-
tee. Several members of the commit-
tee, and in particular the honorable
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. CoLE-
MAN), raised questions over the legisla-
tive intent of this bill. Most of these
questions were answered in committee,
and I am hopeful and confident that
any additional concerns will be ad-
dressed today during a colloquy be-
fween the gentleman from Missouri
and the gentleman from South Dakota
(Mr. ROBERTS), so that we may have
unanimous support of this legislation
before us.

Again, Mr. Speaker, I must com-
mend the gentleman from South
Dakota (Mr. RoBerTs), for his excel-
lent leadership in uniting the South
Dakota delegation behind this bill. His
hard work and dedication have made it
possible for us to be considering this
legislation today.
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I urge my colleagues to support pas-
sage of H.R. 4347.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to thank all of the Mem-
bers who have worked so diligently on
this legislation. This is to assure all of
the Members that all of the different
opinions and all of the different needs
I think have been satisfied, and every-
one now is in accord and working in
unison—perhaps not all entirely satis-
fied, but satisfied enough to allow this
legislation to continue, with the assur-
ances given by the Members affected
primarily by the legislation.

Mr. ROBERTS of South Dakota.
Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. pE LA GARZA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from South Dakota.

Mr. ROBERTS of South Dakota. I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to
thank the chairman of the Agriculture
Committee for his fairness and exper-
tise in helping get this particular legis-
lation that is so important to the floor
of this body. I would just like to say
thanks to the distinguished chairman
for the complete fairness that he has
provided throughout the Agriculture
Committee hearings. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. 1 thank the gen-
tleman for his generosity.
® Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of H.R. 4347. This bill, as
amended in the Water and Power Re-
sources Subcommittee in May, repre-
sents a consensus among the congres-
sional delegation from South Dakota
and that being so, I am prepared to
give it a great deal of deference. It
would, among other things, provide
for the development of the WEB rural
water development project, frequently
referred to as the WEB pipeline.

Mr. Speaker, this bill represents the
culmination of a long process during
which the subcommittee has had an
ongoing dialog with those in South
Dakota including the dispatching of
some of our professional staff to the
areas of impact within the State. We
have had the advantage of hearings
during which those affected have
given us the benefit of their counsel.

The WEB pipeline will pass through
the counties of Walworth, Edmunds,
and Brown as it proceeds eastward
from the Missouri River, and will serve
some 50 different rural communities
and 30,000 people. The WEB project
would be built by the Bureau of Recla-
mation and I understand that Com-
missioner Broadbent is fully in agree-
ment with its specifics. The project
would be built according to Public Law
96-355 which calls for grants for not
less than 75 percent of the cost and
loans for the rest.

As Hon. CLINT RoBeErTS from South
Dakota testified before the Water and
Power Resources Subcommittee last
October, this bill may well represent
the last best hope that the people of
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South Dakota have to be compensated
for the taking of almost 540,000 acres
of prime bottomland for the Pick-
Sloan project to provide benefits
which have been enjoyed by States
downstream on the Missouri River for
approximately the last 20 years. One
could easily understand the people of
South Dakota if they were to feel that
this bill is part of the compensation
owed them for that sacrifice.

In the past, the funds authorized for
WERB have been deferred because of
WEB having been linked with deau-
thorization of the OAHE unit, which
has been surrounded in controversy.
This bill removes that link and repre-
sents a bipartisan agreement among
the South Dakota delegation on how
to deal with the OAHE features al-
ready constructed as well as an agree-
ment to proceed with dispatch on the
WEB pipeline.

The WEB rural water development
project is one which the administra-
tion supports and I urge my colleagues
to support it.e

Mr. pE 1A GARZA. Mr. Speaker, 1
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BarnNaARD). The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. pE LA Garza) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 4347, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. pE LA GARZA., Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

SMALL BUSINESS ACT AND
SMALL BUSINESS INVESTMENT
ACT OF 1958 AMENDMENTS

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and pass the bill (H.R. 6086) to amend
the Small Business Act and the Small
Business Investment Act of 1958, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 6086

Be il enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SecrioN 1. Section 20 of the Small Busi-
ness Act is amended as follows:

(a) by striking from paragraph (2) of sub-
section (n) the figure “$60,000,000" and by
inserting in lieu thereof *'$167,000,000";
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(b) by striking from paragraph (3) of sub-
section (n) the figure *“$35,000,000” and by
inserting in lieu thereof “$41,000,000" and
by striking from such paragraph the figure
“$160,000,000" and by inserting in lieu
thereof “$250,000,000";

(e) by striking from paragraph (2) of sub-
section (q) the figure “$60,000,000" and by
inserting in lieu thereof “$167,000,000"; and

(d) by striking from paragraph (3) of sub-
section (q) the figure ““$35,000,000” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “$41,000,000” and by
striking from such paragraph the figure
“$160,000,000" and by inserting in lieu
thereof “$250,000,000",

Sec. 2. Section 5 of the Small Business Act
is amended by adding the following new
subsection:

“(f) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the Administration shall enter into
commitments for direct loans and to guar-
antee loans, debentures, payment of rentals
or other amounts due under gualified con-
tracts and other types of financial assist-
ance and to enter commitments to guaran-
tee sureties against loss pursuant to pro-
grams under this Act and the Small Busi-
ness Investment Act of 1958 in the full
amounts provided by law, including repro-
graming requests approved by the Appro-
priations Committees of the United States
Senate and the House of Representatives of
the United States, subject only to (1) the
availability of qualified applications for
such direct loans and guarantees and (2)
limitations and amounts contained in au-
thorization and appropriation Acts, Nothing
in this subsection authorizes the Adminis-
tration to reduce or limit its authority to
enter commitments for direct loans or for
such guarantees to qualified applicants.”.

Sec. 3. Section 404(b) of the Small Busi-
ness Investment Act of 1958 is amended as
follows:

(a) by striking from paragraph (1) thereof
“may be issued"” and by inserting in lieu
thereof “shall be issued”; and

(b) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (1) thereof and by inserting in
lieu thereof “, and the Administration is ex-
pressly prohibited from denying such guar-
antee due to the property being so ac-
quired.".

The provisions of subsections (a) and (b)
of this section shall apply to applications
(for the issuance of a guarantee described in
section 404 of the Small Business Invest-
ment Act of 1958) which are pending as of
January 1, 1982, or are made after Decem-
ber 31, 1981.

Sec. 4. Section 411 of the Small Business
Investment Act of 1958 is amended by
adding the following at the end of subsec-
tion (h):

“The Administration shall not establish
eligibility criteria based on the amount of
the bond, subject to the limitation in sub-
sections (a) and (c), or upon a percentage re-
lated to previously successfully completed
contracts. The Administration shall evalu-
ate each application on a case-by-case basis
and based solely’ thereon shall determine
the appropriate guarantee.”.

Skc. 5. Section 7 of the Small Business Act
is amended by striking the period at the end
of paragraph (4) of subsection (a) thereof
and inserting the following: *“: Provided fur-
ther, That prior to June 30, 1983 the Admin-
istration shall not promulgate, amend, or re-
scind any rule or regulation with respect to
a formula involving prime interest rates as a
criteria to determine the maximum interest
rate a lender may charge on a deferred par-
ticipation (guaranteed) loan.”.
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SEec. 6. Section 10 of the Small Business
Act is amended by adding the following new
subsection:

“th) The Administration shall maintain a
record of all applications for or inquiries
about the availability of funding for finan-
cial assistance under this Act and for guar-
antees and purchases under the Small Busi-
ness Investment Act of 1958. Such record
shall include the name, address and tele-
phone number of the applicant or person in-
quiring and the dollar amount involved and
shall be kept for a period of at least one (1)
year from the date of each.”.

Sec. 7. Section 5 of the Small Business Act
is amended by adding the following new
subsection:

“(g) The Administration shall notify the
Senate Small Business Committee and the
Small Business Committee of the U.S.
House of Representatives before reprogram-
ing any program amounts authorized in ap-
propriations Acts or reports explanatory
thereof and shall notify the Senate Small
Business Committee and the Small Business
Committee of the U.S. House of Represent-
atives before implementing any reorganiza-
tion of such agency.”.

SEc. 8. Section 2 of the Small Business Act
is amended by striking “section T(i)" from
paragraph (1) of subsection (¢) and by in-
serting “section T(a)(11)".

SEc. 9. Section 7 of the Small Business Act
is amended as follows:

(a) by striking, wherever it appears there-
in, “section T(i)" from paragraphs (1), (2),
(3), (8), (9) and (11) of subsection (j) and by
inserting “section T(a)(11)";

(b) by striking from subsection (k) "see-
tion T)” and by inserting “section
Ta)11)™";

{c) by striking subsections (e), (h), (i), and
( ) and

(d) by striking all of subsection (c) after
the first two sentences in subparagraph (D)
of paragraph (4) and inserting the follow-
ing:
“Such loans, subject to the reductions re-
quired by subparagraphs (A) and (B) of
paragraph 7(b)(1), shall be in amounts equal
to 100 percent of loss if the applicant is a
homeowner and 85 percent of loss if the ap-
plicant is a business or otherwise. The inter-
est rates for loans made under paragraphs
7(b) (1) and (2), as determined pursuant to
this paragraph (4), shall be the rate of in-
terest which is in effect on the date the dis-
aster commenced: Provided, That no loan
under paragraphs T(b) (1) and (2) shall be
made, either directly or in cooperation with
banks or other lending institutions through
agreements to participate on an immediate
or deferred (guaranteed) basis, if the total
amount outstanding and committed to the
borrower under subsection T(b) would
exceed $500,000 for each disaster unless an
applicant constitutes a major source of em-
ployment in an area suffering a disaster, in
which case the Administration, in its discre-
tion, may waive the $500,000 limitation.".

SEc. 10. Section 7(a) of the Small Business
Act is amended by adding the following new
paragraph:

“(16A) No direct loan may be made pur-
suant to this subsection unless the Adminis-
tration determines—

“(i) that the applicant for such loan
(whether a startup or existing small busi-
ness concern) demonstrates a potential for
sustained business growth as evidenced by
(I) capacity to create, expand, or satisfy do-
mestic or international markets for the
products or services produced or rendered
by such applicant, (II) location in a geo-
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graphic area suitable for its business oper-
ations and access to markets, and (III) lack
of unduly restrictive agreements which, if
exercised, could substantially impede the
profitable operations of the applicant;

“(ii) that the applicant has given reasona-
ble assurance that it will create employment
opportunities within a two-year period after
all loan proceeds are disbursed; and

“(iii) those managerial or marketing weak-
nesses which exist with respect to such ap-
plicant and devises, in concert with the ap-
plicant, a management plan, prior to the
disbursement of any proceeds of such loan,
to address such weaknesses. Such plan, if
needed, shall be in writing, provide for iden-
tifiable business goals, plans of action and
timetables for accomplishment and shall be
incorporated by reference into the loan au-
thorization agreement. The Administration
shall provide assistance for the implementa-
tion of such plans on a priority basis
through such management and technical as-
sistance activities as are authorized by this
Act.

“{B) Direct loan funds under subsection
(a) shall be allocated to the Administra-
tion's regional offices at least quarterly
each fiscal year. The amount of such alloca-
tion shall be based solely upon the average
total number of unemployed workers resid-
ing within each regional area as a percent of
the average total unemployed work force
nationwide for the immediately preceding
fiscal quarter, or for the most recent fiscal
quarter for which such statistics are avail-
able. Each regional office shall allocate such
funds to each district office within its juris-
diction at least quarterly based solely upon
the average total number of unemployed
workers residing within the district as a per-
cent of the average total unemployed work
force region wide for the immediately pre-
ceding fiscal quarter, or for the most recent
fiscal quarter for which such statistics are
available. During the last fifteen calendar
days of each fiscal year quarter, the Admin-
istration may reallocate direct loan funds
among its regions or districts if it is unrea-
sonable to expect that such region or dis-
trict will commit substantially all of its allo-
cation before the expiration of such quar-
ter.

“(C) Direct loans authorized by this sub-
section shall be extended on a priority basis
within each of the Administration’s desig-
nated district areas to those qualified appli-
cants in order of the following priority—

“(i) those applicants which (I) satisfy the
requirements of subparagraph (A), (II) are
located in or near a labor surplus area (as
defined pursuant to Defense Manpower
Policy 4B (32A CFR Chapter 1) or any suc-
cessor policy), (III) agree to perform or
render a substantial proportion of their pro-
duction or services within or near such
areas, and (IV) will utilize the loan proceeds
solely for construction, renovation or the
purchase of land, buildings, machinery or
equipment;

“(ii) those applicants which satisfy the re-
quirements of subparagraph (A) and sub-
paragraph (C)i) (I), (IT), and (III); and

“(iii) those applicants which satisfy the
requirements of subparagraph (A).

‘D) Neither this paragraph nor the
second proviso of paragraph (3)A) of sub-
section (a) shall apply to direct loans made
ptursuant to paragraph (10) of this subsec-
tion.".

Sec, 11, Section T(a)3) of the Small Busi-
ness Act is amended to read as follows:

*“(3XA) No loan under this subsection
shall be made if the total amount outstand-
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ing and committed (by participation or oth-
erwise) to the borrower from the business
loan and investment fund established by
section 4(c)1) of this Act would exceed
$500,000: Provided, That the Administra-
tion's share of any loan made or effected
either directly or in cooperation with banks
or other lending institutions through agree-
ments to participate on an immediate basis
shall not exceed $350,000; Provided further,
That any loan made directly pursuant to
this subsection shall be accompanied by an
injection of additional funds derived from
nonfederal sources in the following
amounts:

“(i) if the loan in under $100,000 in
amount, at least 10 per centum;

“(ii) if the loan in between $100,000 and
$200,000 in amount, at least 20 per centum;
and

“(iii) if the loan in over $200,000 in
amount, at least 30 per centum.

“(B) The percentages specified in subpara-
graphs (A) (ii) and (iii) shall be reduced to
10 per centum and 15 per centum, respec-
tively, if the nonfederal source funds are de-
rived from a state or local government, in-
cluding tax exempt obligations of such gov-
ernments.

“(C) The Administration shall delegate to
each district office the authority to approve
direct loans in the amounts specified in sub-
paragraph (A) (i), (ii) and (iii) under the
conditions specified in this Act without
seeking higher approval within the Admin-
istration.

(D) The Administration may transfer no
more than 15 percentum of each of the total
levels for direct loan programs as authorized
in section 20 of this Act: Provided, however,
That no loan program level authorized in
such section may be increased more than 25
percentum by any such transfers: Provided
Sfurther, That the Administrator is not au-
thorized to transfer direct loan levels to de-
ferred participation (guaranteed) loan levels
and that any transfers shall be effective
only to the extent approved in advance by
the Appropriations Committees of the
United States Senate and of the House of
Representatives of the United States.

“(E) For purposes of this paragraph the
term ‘nonfederal sources’' shall include, but
not be limited to, state and local govern-
ment funds (including the proceeds from
tax exempt obligations of such govern-
ments), and funds derived from private fi-
nancial institutions or private equity
sources. In no event shall such term include
funds derived directly from any grant or
loan made, guaranteed or insured by the
Federal government.”.

SEec. 12. Subsection (a) of section 7 of the
Small Business Act is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new para-
graph:

“(1TXA) In the case of any applicant—

“(i) which performs abortion,

“(ii) which engages in research which re-
lates, in whole or in part, to methods of, or
the performance of, abortion,

“(iii) which promotes or recommends
abortion, or

“(iv) which trains any individual to per-
form abortion, no financial assistance shall
be available under this subsection which
benefits such applicant with respect to any
of the activities described in clause (i), (ii),
(iif), or (iv).

“(B) Subparagraph (A) shall not apply to
any activity described in clause (i) or (iii) of
subparagraph (A) if all of the abortions per-
formed, promoted, and recommended in
such activity are in cases where the life of
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the mother would be endangered if the
fetus were carried to term.".

Sec. 13. Section 15 of the Small Business
Act is amended by striking subsections (d),
(e) and (f) and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

“(d) For purposes of this section priority
shall be given to the awarding of contracts
and the placement of subcontracts to small
business concerns which shall perform a
substantial proportion of the production on
those contracts and subcontracts within
areas of concentrated unemployment or un-
deremployment or within labor surplus
areas. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, total labor surplus area set asides
pursuant to Defense Manpower Policy
Number 4B (32A CFR Chapter 1) or any
successor policy shall be authorized if the
head of the procuring Federal agency or his
designee specifically determines that there
is a reasonable expectation that offers will
be obtained from a sufficient number of eli-
gible concerns so that awards will be made
at reasonable prices. As soon as practicable
and to the extent possible, in determining
labor surplus areas, consideration shall be
given to those persons who would be avail-
able for employment were suitable employ-
ment available. Until such definition re-
flects such number, the present criteria of
such policy shall govern.

“(e) In carrying out small business set
aside programs, Federal agencies shall
award contracts, and encourage the place-
ment of subcontracts for procurement to
the following in the manner and in the
order stated:

“(1) concerns which are small business
concerns and which are located in labor sur-
plus areas, on the basis of a total small busi-
ness-labor surplus area set aside;

“(2) concerns which are small business
concerns, on the basis of a total small busi-
ness set aside;

“(3) concerns which are small business
concerns and which are located in a labor
surplus area, on the basis of a partial small
business-labor surplus area set aside; and

“(4) concerns which are small business
concerns, on the basis of a partial small
business set aside.

“(f) After priority is given to the small
business concerns specified in subsection (e),
priority also shall be given to the awarding
of contracts and the placement of subcon-
tracts, on the basis of a total labor surplus
area set aside, to business concerns which
will perform a substantial proportion of the
production on those contracts and subcon-
tracts within areas of concentrated unem-
ployment or under employment or within
labor surplus areas.”.

Sec. 14. Section 8(e) of the Small Business
Act is amended—

(1) by redesignating clauses (1) through
(10) as clauses (A) through (J), respectively;

(2) by inserting “(1)” after “(e)"; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing:

“(2) Whenever publication of a notice of
procurement actions is required by para-
graph (1) of this subsection, the depart-
ment, establishment, or agency responsible
for the procurement (A) shall issue a solici-
tation for the procurement only after at
least fifteen days have elapsed from the
date of publication of the notice pursuant to
such paragraph; and (B) shall foreclose
competition under a procurement action
only after thirty days have elapsed from the
date of issuance of the solicitation, or, in
the case of orders under a basic agreement,
basic ordering agreement, or similar ar-
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rangement, the date of publication of a
notice of intent to place the order pursuant
to such paragraph.”.

SEc. 15. Section 3(h) of the Small Business
Act is amended as follows:

(a) by striking “availability of credit” and
by inserting “availability of sufficient
credit”; and

(b) by striking “conditions” and by insert-
ing “conditions and at reasonable rates,"”.

Sec. 16. Section 3 of the Small Business
Act is amended by striking from subsection
(a) “Provided, That the Administration
shall not promulgate, amend, or rescind any
rule regulation with respect to size stand-
ards prior to March, 1981.” and inserting in
lieu thereof the following:

“Provided, That notwithstanding the
walver provisions of any other law, the Ad-
ministration shall not promulgate, amend or
rescind. any rule or regulation with respect
to size standards except in accordance with
the procedures of chapter 5 of title 5,
United States Code.".

Sec. 17. Section 302(a) of the Small Busi-
ness Investment Act of 1958 is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following:

“With respect to a company licensed pur-
suant to section 301(d), such capital and sur-
plus shall include funds obtained directly or
indirectly from an agency or department of
a state government or the Federal govern-
ment (excluding the Administration) for
purposes of section 303 leveraging, provided
that such funds;

“(1) are not taken into account with re-
spect to meeting the requirements estab-
lished by the preceding two sentences; and

“{2) were invested in or were legally com-
mitted to be invested in such company prior
to July 29, 1980.".

Skc. 18, Section 502 of the Small Business
Investment Act of 1958 is amended by strik-
ing “plant acquisition,” and by inserting in
lieu thereof “ working capital, plant acquisi-
tion,”.

Sec. 19. Section 503 of the Small Business
Investment Act of 1958 is amended by strik-
ing all of paragraph (5) of subsection (b)
after “is made™ and by inserting the follow-
ing: *“: Provided, That the Administration
shall not use the source or nature of the
funds constituting the remaining per
centum of the project cost as a criteria to
approve or reject such guarantee; and”.

Sec. 20. Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 8(a) of the Small Business Act, the
programs authorized by subparagraph (B)
of section 8(a)1) of such Act and by para-
graph (2) of section 8(a) of such Act shall be
continued through fiscal year 1983.

SEec. 21. This Act shall take effect October
1, 1982: Provided, That the amendments
made by sections 9(d) and 15 shall not apply
to any disaster which commenced on or
before July 2, 1980.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a
second demanded?

Mr. McDADE, Mr.
demand a second.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With-
out objection, a second will be consid-
ered as ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
MitcHELL) will be recognized for 20
minutes, and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. McDabpe) will be
recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. MITCHELL).

Speaker, I
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Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, 1 ask unanimous consent to
revise and extend my remarks, and to
include extraneous matter, and that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days in which to revise and extend
their remarks on the bill under consid-
eration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Maryland?

There was no objection.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, 1 yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 6086 and urge the immediate
passage of this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I want to stress at the
outset that although this bill makes
numerous changes in the Small Busi-
ness Act and the Small Business In-
vestment Act, it is not going to cost us
any additional money. The bill merely
modifies existing programs and gives
congressional direction as to imple-
mentation and operation of programs.

For example, the bill increases three
SBA program levels for each of fisecal
yvears 1983 and 1984: Economic oppor-
tunity guaranteed loan levels would be
increased to $167 million (now $60 mil-
lion); direct purchases of debentures
from Minority Enterprise Small Busi-
ness Investment Companies would be
increased to $41 million (now $35 mil-
lion); and guarantees of Small Busi-
ness Investment Company debentures
would be increased to $250 million
(now $160 million).

The bill also would: Require that
SBA fully utilize its program levels
unless changes are approved through
the appropriations process or through
Budget Act procedures; require SBA fo
keep a record of applicants; prohibit
SBA from arbitrarily refusing to ap-
prove surety bond guarantees in
amounts less than those statutorily
provided except on a case-by-case de-
termination; impose a moratorium
until June 30, 1983, on changes in the
maximum interest rate on SBA guar-
anteed loans; and make other minor
revisions in the Small Business Act
and Small Business Investment Act.

I also want to point out an amend-
ment which was added in committee
which ‘I am totally opposed to. The
provision would deny SBA loan assist-
ance to benefit any applicant with re-
spect to: The performance of abor-
tions, research which relates to abor-
tion; promotion or recommendation of
abortion; or training for performance
of abortions, unless the performance,
promotion or recommendation is in a
case where the life of the mother
would be endangered if the fetus were
carried to term.

SBA can identify only one loan to an
Indiana firm whose application de-
scribed it as a surgical outpatient
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clinic. Apparently, however, the bor-
rower was, in fact, engaged in perform-
ing abortions.

I am personally opposed to the pro-
vision as I support freedom of choice.
In addition, I am opposed to it because
it would create an administrative
nightmare for SBA as unless SBA is to
investigate each and every applicant,
there is no way they can ascertain the
exact business of an applicant. This is
especially true today with more than
90 percent of SBA’'s loans being guar-
anteed loans made by banks.

This is simply a matter which we
will deal with in conference.

There are, however, several provi-
sions I particularly want to bring to
the House's attention.

First, it would use SBA direct loans
to reduce unemployment. In the past 2
years, we have reduced drastically the
amount of SBA direct loans for those
small concerns which cannot obtain
credit from any other source. I believe
that this cut was the exact opposite of
what we should have done as the re-
ductions in loans have reduced em-
ployment. We should have increased
these loans to permit small business to
fulfill its role as the Nation's job cre-
ator.

Nonetheless we are still confronted
with a very low program level. Thus
the bill contains a provision to modify
substantially SBA’s direct loan pro-
gram by channeling the limited
amounts of these direct loans to areas
of high unemployment. Also, an appli-
cant would be required, first, to dem-
onstrate a potential for sustained busi-

ness growth; second, to give reasonable
assurance that it will create employ-

ment opportunities; and third, to
obtain an additional injection of out-
side funds of between 10 and 30 per-
cent, depending upon the amount of
the SBA loan.

Second, it would give small business-
es and others a more realistic opportu-
nity to bid on Federal procurement
needs. At the present time, the Feder-
al Government is spending some $110
billion per year to procure goods and
services. Notice of many of these pro-
curement opportunities is published in
the Commerce Business Daily, but fre-
quently the publication is so near to
the date the contract will be awarded
that most small businesses, especially
those outside of the Washington, D.C.
area, realistically have little or no op-
portunity to even bid on these items.
The result is that small business is ob-
taining less than one-fourth of the
Federal procurement dollars, as com-
pared to small business accounting for
38 percent of our gross national prod-
uct. Thus, not only is the current prac-
tice bad for the small business commu-
nity but it is also bad for the Federal
Government as we may be paying an
excessive amount for goods and serv-
ices due to the limited competition
which now exists. Thus, basically, the
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bill would require that for any pro-
curement for which a notice must be
published in the Commerce Business
Daily, there must be a 10-day period
between publication of the summary
or synopsis of the upcoming contract
before the invitation for bids or re-
quest for proposals is actually issued.
In addition, there would have to be an
additional 30-day period between issu-
ance of the invitation or request and
issuance of the contract. These lead-
times will give small businesses and
others time in which to find out about
an upcoming contract and submit a
bid.

Third, the bill would effectively rein-
state SBA's pollution control bond
guarantee program. Under the Tax
Code, businesses are allowed to issue
industrial revenue bonds to finance
plant and equipment changes mandat-
ed by pollution control laws. Over 6
years ago we found, however, that al-
though big business was taking full ad-
vantage of this source of financing,
small businesses did not have suffi-
cient credit to issue these bonds. As a
result, the Congress enacted a pro-
gram through which small business
could lease the required equipment
and SBA would guarantee the lease
payments. These guarantees provided
small business sufficient credit and
thus enabled them to utilize industrial
revenue bonds, which they have done.
The program has been very successful
and, in fact, is making money for the
Federal Government from the fees
SBA charges for the guarantee and is
making even more money as SBA has
invested and is earning interest on
these accumulated fees. Through
March of this year, SBA has collected
more than $22 million in fees and has
earned $3 million in interest from in-
vesting these fees.

Unfortunately, in January of this
year OMB ordered SBA to decline
guarantees on any leases if the under-
lying property or equipment was to be
acquired through the proceeds of in-
dustrial revenue bonds. Not only was
this decision applied to future applica-
tions, but it was applied to some 130
pending applications. As a result, the
program has ground to a halt and
small business is again effectively pre-
cluded from using a financing source
which is available to big business for
expenditures mandated by the Federal
Government. To correct this inequity,
the bill includes a provision prohibit-
ing SBA from denying guarantees on
contracts for pollution control proper-
ty or equipment solely because it has
been acquired through the use of in-
dustrial revenue bonds.

Finally, it would incorporate the
text of H.R. 4500 which was passed by
the House, November 17, 1981, but
which is still awaiting Senate action.
That provision would extend for 2
years the SBA procurement and
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surety bond pilot programs for socially
and economically disadvantaged firms.

I want to thank all of the members
of the committee who worked on this
bill, particularly the ranking minority
member, JoE McDabpg, who worked on
it very hard. I also want to thank Rep-
resentatives ConNTE and BEepeLL for
their assistance and expertise, particu-
larly with the provisions involving the
pollution contrel bonds. In addition, I
want to express the committee’s
thanks to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations for their cooperation
and suggestions on the amendment
pertaining to the Commerce Business
Daily publication requirements.

I believe that this is a good bill and
that its enactment will help provide
the tools to the small business commu-
nity to assist them with their financial
needs, as well as giving them the op-
portunity to supply goods and services
to the Government.

In coneclusion, I want to stress that
the bill does not establish any new
programs; it merely modifies the terms
of established programs so that they
will be more useful to the small busi-
ness community, especially in today’s
recessionary economy. I also want to
note that there is virtually no cost as-
sociated with this bill and I urge its
support by all Members of the House.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
bill H.R. 6086 with amendments. The
creation of this bill did not occur with-
out a great deal of effort from both
sides of the aisle, beginning with ex-
tended discussion in February, prior to
the March 15 deadline for the commit-
tee report to the Budget Committee. I
would like to congratulate my col-
leagues for their work on the bill, spe-
cifically Mr. ConTE of Massachusetts
(pollution control program), Mr. MAR-
riorr of Utah (small business invest-
ment company programs), and Mr.
SmitH of New Jersey (handicapped
loan program), Mr. AppaBeo of New
York (distressed area loan program),
and Mr. BepeLL of Iowa (pollution con-
trol board program).

MAJOR PROGRAM CHANGE—ABOLISH DIRECT

LOANS AND CREATE DISTRESSED AREA LOANS

The bill addresses a number of areas
of importance to the administration.
At their request we increased the mi-
nority small business investment com-
pany program from $37 to $41 million;
we increased guaranteed loans by $107
million; and we abolished direct loans.
These were hard decisions, but too
often Congress has failed to carefully
target very limited resources or to
alter programs that have gone awry.
But this bill will do both by making
major changes at the SBA.

SBA’s direct loan program was a
major problem for prior administra-
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tions. During the last session, interest
rates on these loans were raised from 8
to about 16 percent to reduce costs.
But the major difficulty has been the
administration of the program. During
the previous administration, the loan
policy was centered on volume, not
quality. I am pleased to say that this
policy has been reversed. But today
the direct loan portfolio is 36 percent
delinquent. We cannot continue a pro-
gram where one out of every three
loans is a grant—a grant that causes fi-
nancial ruin and heartache for the re-
cipient. Further, we cannot spread an
ever-increasing amount of money in a
haphazard fashion that depends upon
historical use and institutional inertia.
With the chairman’s able assistance
we have created a bill that will abolish
direct loans at the SBA—except for
handieapped persons. As an alterna-
tive we have created a loan program
aimed at the small business owners’
two greatest difficulties—capital avail-
ability and the cost of that capital.
This bill also takes aim at our Nation's
greatest problem—unemployment.
The bill targets those small business-
es in the Nation’s highest unemploy-
ment areas. These businesses must use
the loans to purchase or improve
physical plant or equipment that will
create new jobs. In addition, the bill
requires that the small business match
the Federal loan up to 30 percent. But
the bill goes even further. It encour-
ages State and local non-Federal devel-
opment organizations to join with the
SBA to help local businesses expand.

Let me run over those points again:

First, matching loan program—
direct loans abolished: Requires small
business owner to participate.

Second, economically distressed
areas: Where unemployment runs 20
percent above the national rate for
the last 2 years; where capital is hard-
est to come by and most expensive;
and where jobs and business taxes are
desperately needed.

Third, job creation: Application
must show multiple job creation po-
tential, small businesses are proven
job creators in our economy, 69 per-
cent of new jobs come from small busi-
nesses, 30 percent from Government
and 1 percent from big business.

Fourth, fixed asset lending: First pri-
ority to loans for purchase or refur-
bishment of buildings or equipment.

Fifth, State and local participation:
Where State and local non-Federal fi-
nancial assistance is given, matching
requirement is reduced.

This change will result in the cre-
ation of jobs in our most economically
distressed areas. At the same time we
expect this program to substantially
reduce the rate of default. We must
change the way we have done business
in the past. We must get more from
each dollar expended. This program
shows the way to other loan-granting
agencies in the Government.
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SBA DENYING LOAN PROGRAM EXISTENCE

The committee was faced with a
very difficult situation concerning the
obligation of loan funds. For at least 3
years previous to 1981, the SBA cre-
ated a loan policy that stressed volume
not quality. This emphasis, in large
part, has been responsible for a delin-
quency rate of 25 percent overall—11.5
percent guaranteed and 36 percent
direct loans. The new Administrator of
the SBA has moved aggressively to im-
prove the quality of loans made. Un-
fortunately, as the record makes abso-
lutely clear, in the field the SBA was
denying the existence of more than
$200 million in loan programs. Despite
the assurance of the Administrator
that remedial management messages
were sent, we were confronted with
clear evidence of attempts to reduce
loanmaking by denying or discourag-
ing applications.

Although neither I nor any of the
members of our committee approve or
condone the loose management of the
past, we cannot countenance the dis-
couragement of eligible borrowers—de-
serving small business owners who des-
perately need these funds. Too many
small businesses desperately need
loans at less than the 19% percent rate
of guaranteed loans. Too many small
businesses see this 16-percent loan
program as the key to survival in these
times of high interest rates. These
programs must be available to those
who qualify. The provision in the bill
merely directs that SBA commit loan
funds if qualified borrowers exist. It
does not require wasteful ways of the
past, but it simply requires that SBA
no longer conceal its programs.

This bill presents a major initiative
begun by me and now bipartisan,
which will play a part in solving our
most pressing problems: jobs for our
citizens and capital for our small busi-
nesses in the most needy areas. In
keeping with much of our new legisla-
tion, we are asking State and local gov-
ernments to share with us the tasks of
helping small business.

I urge your support for this bill. It is
a step into the future,
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This bill, as my chairman said, does
a great deal more.

I want to express my appreciation to
my friend, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. ConTE) for his work in
the pollution control program; to the
gentleman from Utah (Mr. MARRIOTT)
for his work in the small business in-
vestment programs and to the gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr, SmiTH) for
his outstanding attention to the
handicapped loan provisions.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. ADDABBO).
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Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Maryland
for yielding this time to me, and I
commend him and our ranking minori-
ty member, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. McDapg), for bringing
forth this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in enthusiastic
support of H.R. 6086, which amends
the Small Business Act and the Small
Business Investment Act of 1958. As
cosponsor of this bill, and as member
and past chairman of the Small Busi-
ness Oversight Subcommittee, I
strongly urge the Members to vote in
favor of H.R. 6086. I see it as an ac-
ceptable compromise which deals with
many of the issues brought before the
Committee on Small Business over the
last year.

As a longtime member of the Small
Business Committee, I have consist-
ently been an enthusiastic supporter
of direct loans to small businesses be-
cause they simply are not treated like
large businesses when they go to a
bank for a loan. The New York Times
article of April 25, 1982, is yet another
tale of small firms being told that they
are simply too small to merit consider-
ation by banks. Even businesses with
adequate credit histories are being
denied loans if the loan is too small in
amount for banks to deal with. In ad-
dition, small firms cannot afford to
pay interest at several points over
today's prime rate. All of these factors
point to the conclusion that SBA
should not only provide loan guaran-
tees to banks for small business loans,
but must also provide direct loan as-
sistance. H.R. 6086 would continue the
direct loan program, but would correct
the problems found by the committee
caused by bad loanmaking policy on
the part of the Small Business Admin-
istration.

Following are my comments on spe-
cifie provisions of H.R. 6086:

UNSPENT MONEY AT SBA

For years, I have challenged SBA's
practice of not spending appropriated
funds because of their lack of commit-
ment on some programs. It should not
be within SBA’s discretion to shirk its
program responsibilities merely be-
cause it does not like a program passed
by Congress for the benefit of small
businesses. The last time SBA was
before the Small Business Committee,
its excuse for not spending direct and
guarantee authority was lack of
demand. However, when pressed, SBA
could not document any appreciable
decrease in demand which would ac-
count for this failure to make more
loans. Section 2 would require SBA to
spend subject only to availability of
qualified applications and appropria-
tions limitations. In addition, section 6
requires SBA to maintain a record of
all applications for or inquiries about,
availability of funding for financial as-
sistance and for guarantees. This way,
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SBA will not be able to claim “lack of
demand” without proving it.
DIRECT LOANS

The new direct loan scheme tightens
up the program so that SBA will be
prevented from making bad loans. The
SBA must determine that the loan ap-
plicant demonstrates a potential for
growth, and that the applicant has
given reasonable assurance that it will
create employment opportunities
within a 2-year period. Also, for the
first time, SBA must assist direct loan
recipients in developing a management
plan after loan approval but before
disbursement, to help correct any pos-
sible management deficiencies. These
new requirements and others will
assure taxpayers that only those firms
capable of repaying loans will receive
them, and that the economy will bene-
fit from such loan assistance.

Direct loans will be allocated on the
basis of unemployment within the
region and district but it should be
stressed that all regions and districts
will receive direct loan money. Howev-
er, within each district a priority is
given to labor surplus areas and to
businesses seeking to fund hard cap-
ital expenditures. Also, matching
funds will be encouraged from State
and local governments.

SBA districts and regions will still
have the flexibility to spend the
money where the immediate need is.
This should give SBA no excuse for
not spending appropriated money.

SURETY BONDS
The surety bond program at SBA is

vital to the survival of those business-
es that are at the mercy of cautious
bonding companies. Section 4 of the
committee print restrains SBA from
discriminating against those small
firms, which, because of fast growth,
can demonstrate the ability to com-
plete a contract much larger than pre-
viously completed contracts. It might
be simpler to deny a bond based on
this criteria from a programmatic
standpoint, but it simply is not fair,
and it prevents small firms from grow-
ing any faster than SBA thinks the
firm should grow.
COMMERCE BUSINESS DAILY

In previous hearings, we received
testimony that many small firms
never had the opportunity to compete
for Federal contracts because they
never got adequate notice of the solici-
tation. Section 12 would require that a
minimum period of time elapse be-
tween publication of the CBD and is-
suance of the solicitation and bid
opening or proposal acceptance. The
agencies already operate under regula-
tions to this effect, but many small
firms report that the regulations are
not being followed.

REORGANIZATION OF SBA AND REPROGRAMING

We have heard that the administra-
tion is considering a transfer of pro-
gram responsibilities from SBA to the
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Department of Commerce. In addition,
SBA continues to ask the Appropria-
tions Committee for reprogramings
without adequate notice to the Small
Business Committee. Section 7 re-
quires SBA to notify the Small Busi-
ness Committee of these actions so
that it can perform adequate over-
sight.
LABOR SURPLUS PROCUREMENT

Section 13 corrects some of the con-
fusion about the priority given to
firms under the labor surplus area
preference set forth in the Small Busi-
ness Act. It also would have the effect
of promoting greater uniformity in the
Federal acquisition system by remov-
ing the existing prohibition disallow-
ing DOD to participate in total labor
surplus area set-asides.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. BEDELL).

Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of passage of H.R. 6086, au-
thorizing Small Business Administra-
tion programs for fiscal year 1983. In
particular, I wish to commend the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. MITCHELL)
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. McDape) for their leadership in
bringing this legislation to the floor
with the unanimous, bipartisan sup-
port of the Small Business Committee.

As a member of the committee, and
as a former small businessman myself,
I have viewed with considerable alarm
the attitude this administration has
taken toward small business. The in-
stallation of a new Administrator at
the SBA earlier this year has made a
marked improvement at that agency,
but they remain hamstrung by a varie-
ty of directives from the bureaucrats
at the Office of Management and
Budget.

Particularly troubling to me is the
stubborn refusal of this administra-
tion to use the funds that already are
available to help small businesses.
Congress has authorized and appropri-
ated funds for a variety of small busi-
ness assistance programs, and the
President has signed these measures
into law, yet the administration has
not been using the funds.

At a time of continuing high interest
rates and record numbers of business
bankruptcies, it is incredible that this
administration does not use the au-
thority available to it. This is particu-
larly troubling in light of the fact that
small businesses are the greatest
source of innovation and new jobs cre-
ation in our economy, and the econo-
my certainly can use help in those
areas.

H.R. 6086 contains provisions to
assure that the administration does
what the law intends. It is peculiar
that an administration which con-
demns civil servants for liberally inter-
preting statutes must itself be in-
structed by the Congress to observe
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the law, but that is what we have
come to.

Mr. Speaker, to illustrate what is
happening, I will take just a minute or
two to discuss the SBA's pollution con-
trol loan guarantee program. As chair-
man of the Small Business Subcom-
mittee on Energy, Environment and
Safety, I presided over three hearings
on this program in recent months.

The SBA’s pollution control loan
guarantee program was established by
the Congress in 1976. Its purpose is to
help small businesses finance expen-
sive pollution contrel equipment that
is needed to meet environmental pro-
tection requirements imposed by the
Government. Without this program,
many small businesses would be forced
out of business, because of the difficul-
ty of financing nonproductive invest-
ments.

We found that the SBA’s pollution
control loan guarantee program
worked beautifully for 5 years. They
have issued more than $500 million in
guarantees and have suffered defaults
totaling less than $1 million. More-
over, the program has actually earned
the Government over $25 million in
net profit to date. I am sure we would
be very happy indeed if more Govern-
ment programs had that kind of a
track record.

The Small Business Committee is
quite upset by recent administrative
actions that have been ordered by
OMB and which have effectively
strangled this program. When the
SBA’s Administrator, Mr. Sanders, tes-
tified on H.R. 6086 a few weeks ago, he
said that the SBA had not issued a
single dollar of loan guarantees since
the first of this year, when the OMB
directive took effect. The absence of
activity in this program is in spite of
the facts that they have had over $100
million in completed applications
pending since last summer and that
the Congress has authorized and ap-
propriated $250 million for the pro-
gram.

The problem is purely bureaucratic.
That is, the bureaucrats at OMB do
not want the SBA to do what the law
directs.

As it stands now, small businesses
are effectively denied access to a suc-
cessful and efficient program that was
established to help them meet extraor-
dinary costs imposed on them by the
Government. This change in Federal
policy was protested in statements pre-
sented to our subcommittee by repre-
sentatives of the States of Illinois,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota,
and Ohio. More would have come, if
they had thought we were having
trouble getting the message.

Ohio’s Gov. James Rhodes, in-
formed us that the SBA's pollution
control financing program had already
helped 19 companies in his State,
saving the jobs of 1,500 people. He
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noted that 26 other Ohio companies
had applications pending and that the
administration’s actions jeopardized
over 2,100 jobs in his State.

In a letter to me, dated March 9,
Governor Rhodes said:

Without SBA guaranteed tax-free financ-
ing, these companies, and many others who
don’'t know yet that they have pollution
compliance programs, won't be able to fi-
nance mandated compliance. Ohio will find
itself in the unpalatable position of having
to enforce federal pollution laws against
Ohio businesses who are violating those
laws because of federal policy changes
which destroyed their ability to comply.
That is bad government!

Mr. Speaker, after 3 days of hearings
on pollution control financing for
small business, including listening to
the administration’s rationale for its
action in gutting the SBA program,
the members of the Energy and Envi-
ronment Subcommittee unanimously
joined in cosponsoring H.R. 6189,
which was introduced on April 28 by
our ranking minority member, SiLvio
ConTE. That legislation would over-
turn the recent administrative actions
that have throttled the SBA pollution
control loan guarantee program; it
would restore the program to where it
stood before the bureaucrats took it
upon themselves to rewrite the law;
and it reinstates those applications
that were pending at the time of the
arbitrary rules changes.

I am pleased to note that H.R. 6086,
as amended, incorporates all of the
key provisions contained in H.R. 6189.
Passage of the legislation pending
before us today will have the effect of
restoring the SBA’s pollution control
finance program, which the members
of this committee feel very strongly is
needed by the small business commu-
nity to help them comply with Gov-
ernment-imposed requirements.

Mr. Speaker, in particular, I wish to
commend the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. MiTcHELL) and the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. McDADE)
for their leadership in bringing this
legislation to the floor, with the unan-
imous bipartisan support of the Small
Business Committee.

I would also at this time like to take
the opportunity to commend my col-
league, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. CoNTE), who serves as the
ranking minority member on my sub-
committee and with whom it is a great
pleasure to work. I appreciate the co-
operation that has been shown in
bringing this bill forth.

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
CONTE).

Mr. CONTE. Mr, Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 6086, which passed
the Small Business Committee unani-
mously. These are particularly hard
times for small businesses, with more
small businesses going down the drain
than any time since the depression.
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This bill alone will not turn the tide;
but it will make sure that the Small
Business Administration is doing its
full share in assisting the sector of the
economy that needs help desperately.

The impetus for this bill came from
the administration, which asked for
higher funding levels for programs
aimed at the economically and socially
disadvantaged. This bill accomplishes
that.

The administration asked that all
direct loans, except handicapped loans
and MESBIC loans, be ended. This bill
accomplishes that also.

In place of direct loans, the distin-
guished ranking member of the com-
mittee, Joe McDaAbpE, proposed a dis-
tressed area loan program to provide
leveraged funds to areas of high unem-
ployment.

I cosponsored that proposal, and I
commend my good friend for such a
constructive approach to this coun-
try’'s severe unemployment problem.
This proposal puts money where it is
needed, in high unemployment areas,
and uses it for what is most needed, to
create jobs. It is a proposal we can all
support. This bill also remedies an ad-
ministrative problem that has arisen
with the pollution control bond guar-
antee program. The language in this
bill combines provisions introduced by
the chairman of the committee, Mr.
MiTcHELL, with the provisions of a bill,
H.R. 6189, that I introduced on behalf
of myself, the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Energy, Environment
and Safety, Mr. BEpgELL, and the entire
subcommittee. As a result of an arbi-
trary order made by the Office of
Management and Budget, which the
Small Business Administration fol-
lowed reluctantly, the pollution con-
trol program has been shut down cold.
Zero guarantees have been made since
January 1. And this is in a $250 million
program that is so sucecessful that it
actually makes money for the Govern-
ment—about $29 million a year—for
guarantee fees and interest on re-
serves.

Small businesses, which Congress
mandated must comply with stringent
and expensive pollution control laws,
are going begging for financing and
going out of business for lack of a
source of that financing. This bill re-
stores the only pollution financing
program available to small businesses
to the way Congress intended when
the program was enacted in 1976, and
to the way it has been administered up
until this year. It is a program that
makes money for the Government and
does not cost a nickel.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to have a
colloquy with my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Maryland, the chairman
of the committee.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, 1 would be happy to enter
into a colloguy with the gentleman
from Massachusetts.
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Mr. CONTE. I would like to ask the
gentleman whether this bill before the
House does anything more than
return the pollution control program
to its original dimensions.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. I can
assure the gentleman from Massachu-
setts that it does nothing more than
that.

Mr. CONTE. Does the language of
this bill or its report alter any previ-
ous SBA rulings other than those ac-
tions taken as a result of the direc-
tions received by SBA from OMB in
mid-December of 1981?

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. The
language in the bill assuredly does not
do that.

Mr. CONTE. I want to thank my
good friends who is doing such a great
job as chairman of our committee.

I would ask the gentleman for one
further clarification. After the pollu-
tion control bond guarantee program
was originally enacted, the Internal
Revenue Service issued Revenue
Ruling 78-171, which held that pollu-
tion control projects financed with in-
dustrial development bonds and
backed with SBA guarantees would
not be taxable. This ruling was based
on the Service’s understanding that
Congress did not intend the guarantee
authorized under section 404 of the
Small Business Investment Aect to
cause the interest on bonds used to fi-
nance pollution control facilities to be
includable in the gross incomes of the
bondholders. I would ask the chair-
man of the committee whether this
amendment to section 404(b) is intend-
ed in any way to provide a basis for
any change in the interpretation of
section 404 put forth in Revenue
Ruling 78-171?

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. As the
gentleman from Massachusetts rightly
said in his statement, this amendment
is intended to do no more than to re-
store the program to the way it has
been run since the program was en-
acted.

Mr. CONTE. If I may follow up,
would it be correct to say that the
committee intends no change in the
basic holding of Revenue Ruling 78-
171?

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. ‘That
is correct. The result in Revenue
Ruling 78-171 conforms to the intent
behind section 404(b) as enacted and
as hereby amended. The committee
endorses and fully approves of Reve-
nue Ruling 78-171, and intends no
change therein.

Mr. CONTE. I thank the gentleman
for answering these questions, and
commend him for his leadership on
this bill.

In conclusion, I urge my colleagues
to support this bill for one simple
reason—this bill, according to the
CBO, has no significant budgetary
impact. All it does is ask the SBA to
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use the arsenal at its disposal to the
fullest to assist small businesses in this
battle for their existence. This bill is
not a spending bill. It does not author-
ize MX'’s or B-1's in the battle for eco-
nomic survival. What it does is tell the
SBA to move into the front lines, get
into the trenches, use the weapons
Congress has given you to do your
duty, which is more important now
than at any time since the SBA was
created, to help small business survive
and somehow even prosper in the
midst of the greatest hostilities they
have ever faced.

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. Rupp).

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Speaker, I have
asked the gentleman to yield for only
a couple questions.

Currently there is $250 million for
investment company loan guarantees.
That is up, if I have the right figures
here, from $160 million, is it not?

Mr. McDADE. Well, I might say to
the gentleman that the figure in that
particular item is up, but it is reduced
by other authority in the bill itself, so
one would not find any increase in this
entire bill. There are some specific
items, including some where the ad-
ministration requested that we in-
crease the budget authority; but the
overall authority of the small business
authorization, may I say to my friend,
is down and taken out of other exist-
ing programs.

Mr. RUDD. Well, I guess I do not
quite understand on that. This is up
$267 million for economic opportunity
loans and that is up $60 million from
$107 million, is it not, or is it up $107
million from $60 million?

Mr. McDADE. Yes. It is up $107 mil-
lion and the administration asked for
an increase in that, but we reduced the
totals, let me say, in the authorization
account, so that there is no net in-
crease. There is an individual increase
in this line item, much of it as request-
ed by the administration, but then,
may I say to my friend, the committee
recognizing the fiscal situation in the
Nation reduced other sections of the
bill to accommodate that specific in-
crease; so if you took all the specific
programs within the SBA, you will
find some items up, but we took the
authorization away in other areas to
pull it down, so we would not have a
net figure showing any increases.

Mr. RUDD. Let me just ask the gen-
tleman one more question.

Mr. McDADE. I am delighted to
yield to my friend.

Mr. RUDD. Let me ask one more
question which I think is of interest to
a great many of us.

Personally, I have had a great quan-
tity of mail in the past indicating that
these loan guarantee programs pour
money into nonprofitable businesses
and discriminate in favor of minori-
ties.
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Does the gentleman have an answer
for that?

Mr. McDADE. Well, may I say to my
friend, the gentleman from Arizona,
that we on the committee attempt to
make sure that every dollar is spent
wisely.

Now, there is no question that in the
past there has been some unfortunate
administration through several Presi-
dencies where we believe there could
have been tighter administration of all
these programs.

We have made a very strong effort
to legislate a new set of guidelines so
that we are not burdened by an admin-
istrative decision somewhere out in
the field to make a loan that neither
the gentleman nor I nor most of the
members of our committee might
concur with.

We have taken actions to tighten
those programs, so that some of the
regional directors and the loan officers
who are out there who in the past
have done what the gentleman sug-
gests can no longer occur. We have
tichtened those all up legislatively,
not left it to the discretion of a new
Administrator, and we do have, may I
say to my friend, a new Administrator
whom the President has just appoint-
ed. My own impression is that I have
full faith and confidence in him. He
wants to administer these programs as
tightly as he can, so that we will per-
form the dual function of assisting the
small business community, which we
all favor, but not wasting one red cent
of taxpayers’ dollars.

The Administrator, who is down
there now, is a breath of fresh air, I
think, to all of us and we have confi-
dence that he is going to run these
programs, may I say to my distin-
guished friend, the gentleman from
Arizona, with a new spirit of strong ad-
ministration, yet try to help the con-
stituency, which is the small business
community that we are addressing this
bill to.

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further for just one
last comment?

Mr. McDADE. Delighted to yield.

Mr. RUDD. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s sincere effort to put this in
proper perspective and to answer some
of the hard questions that I have put
to the gentleman.

One last question. It is my under-
standing that the administration op-
poses this legislation because of spend-
ing levels and severe conflict with
budget targets.

Mr. McDADE. May I say to my
friend, and let me emphasize this to
my friend, because we have worked to-
gether on many bills in this body over
many years; we never heard a word of
opposition from the administration as
we went through the markup and we
started this in February. Sometime
last night somebody in OMB—not the
head of the SBA, they were not in-
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formed—somebody in OMB contacted
the legislative digest section of the
House conference. They never talked
to me. They did not talk to one Repub-
lican member of this committee, and I
want to emphasize to my friend that
the Republican side of the aisle is
unanimous in support of this bill.

They did not talk to any of us, may I
say to my friend. I think that is just a
blatant disregard of our long efforts to
bring together a bill that we can go to
conference with the Senate.

There was one particular item that
the administrator fought hard on. I of-
fered the administration’s amend-
ment. We lost by one vote.

The Senate is in a different position.
I think maybe when we get to confer-
ence, we can resolve that issue; but
may I say, I am affronted by the way
OMB acted here in not even having
the courtesy to pick up the phone to
discuss with me or any other member
of the committee on the Republican
side or the Democratic side or any of
our staff people, all of whom are pro-
fessional, any conceivable objection.

The language that they used, may I
say to my friend, if you want to hear
loose language that means nothing,
listen to what they say:

.. . because it contains seriously objec-
tionable provisions that are inconsistent
with the administration's budget request
and policies.

Where? They do not tell me where.
They have not told me where. As I
have indicated to my friend with his
penetrating questions, we have pulled
the levels of authorization in this bill
down. When the administration asked
for new budget authority, we pulled it
down in other areas because we recog-
nized, we are members of the same
body the gentleman is, and we recog-
nized the fiscal constraints that the
country is in; so we pulled these pro-
grams back ourselves. In the last half
of the ninth inning, with no conversa-
tion, up comes objectionable provi-
sions, none of them detailed, not one
of them. I find that very offensive,
may I say to my friend. They should
have had the courtesy to let us know
even before we came out of committee,
because the SBA Administrator, and I
do not want to put him on the spot, he
is brand new on his job and he is de-
termined to do a good job, I do not
want to put him on the spot in be-
tween. He has got to be a soldier for
the administration. I understand that;
but for the OMB to do that, let me say
to my friend, is beyond their authority
and absolutely disregards every one of
us on our side of the aisle and on the
Democratic side of the aisle who
worked hard to produce what is a
unanimous and bipartisan bill. That is
why we are on the suspension calen-
dar.

Mr. RUDD. Let me thank my col-
league and friend, the gentleman from




12930

Pennsylvania, for as always his states-
manlike response to some tough ques-
tions.

Mr. McDADE. I thank my friend,
the gentleman from Arizona; it is a
pleasure.

Mr. Speaker, I have no more re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. AuCoIN).

Mr. AuvCOIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of this bill and ask
permission to revise and extend my re-
marks in this regard.

At this time, however, I want to
make clear to my colleagues that I
strongly object to a new provision in
section 12 of this bill which prohibits
the SBA from providing financial as-
sistance to any small businesses which
have anything to do with abortions.

I would like to offer an amendment
to strike this incredibly inappropriate
provision. But I cannot. My hands are
tied by the parliamentary procedure
which governs bills brought up under
suspension.

The Senate bill does not have this
antiabortion provision. Why?

Because it is ridiculous. The Ameri-
can people are wondering why we are
having so much trouble doing our job
in this body and I submit that this is
one very good reason why. Chairmen
cannot even move a bill, particularly
appropriations bills, without the

threat of seeing no action on them be-
cause somehow whether or not a shred
of Federal funds are involved in any

way with abortions becomes more im-
portant than whether or not we pro-
vide funds for Labor Health and
Human Services programs, Defense
programs, the Treasury and Postal De-
partments—and now, of all things, the
Small Business Administration.

Not only is this provision totally out
of place on a bill aimed at aiding this
country's small businesses, its impact
is unclear, and whether it can be en-
forced by the SBA is even less clear.

Small businesses in America need
our help. They represent more than 97
percent of all American companies and
they provide jobs for more than 100
million Americans, 86 percent of this
Nation's new jobs will depend on small
businesses. But today business failures
are running at near depression levels
and have risen at least 30 percent just
in the past year. These businesses are
paying 10 to 12 percentage points
above the inflation rate on their bank
loans. Any economic progress we hope
for in the future depends on the vitali-
ty of this Nation’s small businesses.

This legislation provides the neces-
sary increases in funding levels for
Small Business Investment Compa-
nies, Economic Opportunity Loan
Guarantees and Minority Enterprise
Small Business Investment Compa-
nies.
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The successful results of the SBIC
program are apparent. A study by
Arthur D. Little, Inc. on the economic
impact of SBIC financing on small
businesses showed the average growth
rate of SBIC companies was 10 times
greater than other small businesses in
terms of increased sales, employment
and profits. In its 22 years, this pro-
gram has helped finance the start of
42,000 small companies.

In addition, the SBIC program does
not cost the taxpayer because the Fed-
eral tax revenues resulting from the
program substantially exceed the pro-
gram cost. For each $1 spent to the
program the Federal Government re-
ceives $110 returned to the Treasury
in revenue.

This is a good bill. I want to vote for
it and I will, but I strongly urge my
friend and the distinguished chairman
of the Small Business Committee, Mr.
MircHELL, to work to strike the anti-
abortion language during conference.
And I want to leave no doubt that if
this provision is not eliminated during
conference, there will be a floor fight
on the conference bill.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to indicate that
the gentleman in the well has articu-
lated my feelings very well. I spoke
about this issue earlier. It was ruled on
by the parliamentarian. There was ab-
solutely nothing we could do about it.

1, too, do not believe that it ought to
be in this bill. I hope that something
can be done about it.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank all the
members of the committee who
worked on the bill, particularly the
ranking minority member, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. McDADE)
who worked very, very hard on this
bill.

I also want to thank the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. ConTE) and
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. BEDELL)
for their assistance and expertise, par-
ticularly with the provision involving
the pollution control bonds.

In addition, I want to express the
committee’s thanks to the Committee
on Government Operations for their
cooperation and suggestions on the
amendment pertaining to the Com-
merce Business Daily publication re-
quirements.
® Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I note
that this otherwise excellent piece of
legislation contains amendments
which in some way would prohibit fi-
nancial assistance to any small busi-
ness applicant who performs abor-
tions, engages in abortion research,
promotes or recommends abortion, or
provides abortion training. This
amendment was added to the bill May
11 in markup without, I believe, any
testimony or much evident explana-
tion as to what precise problem it is
aimed at and what real effect it would
have. There is an exemption for the
performance, research, promotion, or
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recommending of abortions where the
life of the mother is endangered.
Though the exception seems reassur-
ing, implying both that some legisla-
tive judgment has been exercised and
that relief is granted where relief is
necessary, in fact the exception only
compounds the ambiguity of the rule.

It would have benefited the House
to have learned what small businesses
the antiabortion amendment was
really trying to prevent the Federal fi-
nancing of. Have there been, or could
there be private abortion clinics oper-
ating as small businesses? Are such
the target? If the amendment aims at
them, how do we know its application
would stop at such businesses? Would
it embrace, as on its face it literally
does, a small bookstore which sells lit-
erature advocating or even objectively
describing abortion or related proce-
dures? Would an applicant be required
to promise that he or she would refuse
to post in a shop window messages or
billboards announcing that a local
planned parenthood group was meet-
ing, or, worse, that the local revolu-
tionary cell of the League of Women
Voters had scheduled a debate on the
pros and cons of legislating antiabor-
tion statutes, particularly appending
them to other statutes whose subject
matter and applicability really bear no
relation to the moral question abor-
tion is?

Beyond the question of exactly what
the provision applies to, there is the
question of when and for how long the
prohibition should apply. Would the
applicant promise to make no trespass
on the abortion matter initially, and
then be free to revise the business
later? Or would the provision apply
during the life of the loan, making the
loan subject to recall if the provision
were violated? Perhaps the applicant
would sign a pledge that never would
he or she indulge in such violations,
on penalty of forfeiting a bond posted
against the possibility of relapse?

At this point in the legislative pro-
ceedings, Mr. Chairman, it is not
worth asking that this bill be taken off
suspense and amended and passed in
its straightforward form as a bill to
continue helping small businesses.
However, I would hope that the con-
ference could resolve the issue so that
we have a better bill to pass finally.

Thank you.e
® Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to commend Chairman MITCHELL
and members of the Small Business
Committee for their fine efforts on
this legislation. I am particularly
pleased that the Government Oper-
ations and Small Business Committees
have been able to work together to de-
velop a provision to improve the small
business community’s access to Feder-
al procurement information. The
timely and adequate notice of pending
procurement actions will help small




June 8, 1982

businesses that lack the resources to
seek out this type of information. It
will also increase competition by in-
volving more firms in the Federal mar-
ketplace.

I have long held the belief that any
effort to reform Government procure-
ment practices must include a firm
commitment to increase the use of
competition in the Federal market-
place. Competition not only provides
substantially reduced costs but also in-
sures that new and innovative prod-
ucts are made available to the Govern-
ment on a timely basis.

Despite the benefits that can be
achieved from competition, the sad
fact is that the majority of procure-
ments by Federal agencies are non-
competitive, HR. 6086 is a good first
step to reverse this dangerous and
costly trend. More needs to be done,
however.

The Government Operations Com-
mittee is currently working on Gov-
ernment-wide procurement reform leg-
islation which will greatly increase
competition and simplify Federal pro-
curement operations so that all of
American businesses—small and large
alike—can participate fully.

I hope that the Small Business Com-
mittee would fully support our efforts
to achieve this objective.®

Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Speaker,
today the House is considering H.R.
6086, the Small Business Investment
Act Amendments, under suspension of
the rules. Whether or not one agrees
with the overall intent and purpose of
this bill, I wanted to make my objec-
tions known to one particular section,
section 12, which I believe is unrelated
to the issue under consideration today.

Section 12 would deny any financial
assistance to small businesses which,
in any way, deal with the issue of
abortion. The measure prohibits SBA
financial assistance to any applicant
which performs abortions, which en-
gages in research which relates to
methods of, or performance of, abor-
tions, which promotes or recommends
abortion, or which trains any individ-
ual to perform abortions.

Over the years, I have become very
disturbed with the continuing efforts
to insert restrictive abortion language
into many different bills, particularly
in bills which have no relationship
with the subject. This practice has re-
peatedly disrupted the legislative proc-
ess. Should this bill go to conference
with the Senate, and should the op-
portunity be available, I would urge
the House conferees to drop the lan-
guage in section 12.
® Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, it
is my concern that all my colleagues
be well aware of the administration’s
intentions regarding small business
programs before they accept the pro-
posed amendment to the Small Busi-
ness Act and the Small Business In-
vestment Act of 1958.
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It is true that that administration
does not support this measure as pre-
sented to us today. The reason the ad-
ministration opposes this bill is that
the committee gave the administration
what it asked for, but threw in some-
thing else, too.

The administration asked increases
in equal opportunity loan program
funding—which targets aid to firms in
areas with high unemployment—from
$60 million to $167 million.

It sounds good, but something is
rotten in the deal. What the adminis-
tration has asked for is an increase in
loan guarantees because the intention
of the administration is to do away
with direct loans for small business.

Well, that is fine and dandy, too,
until you look at what history has told
us about the guaranteed loan pro-
gram. The authorization and appro-
priation for those guaranteed loans in
1981 was $60 million—only $20.4 mil-
lion of that amount was placed into
guaranteed loans. Our financial insti-
tutions are not interested in being a
third party in the program and who
can blame them with the economy in
recession?

What this bill does in addition to
giving the administration what it asks
for is to also continue the direct loan
program—at a much reduced level
under tighter controls and by setting
priorities for areas with persistent
records of high unemployment. I sup-
port a continuation of the direct loan
program because I feel that small busi-
nesses, which provide more than 90
percent of the new jobs in this Nation,
need some support to play the role
they can in lessening the highest rate
of unemployment in more than 40
yvears in this Nation. History has dem-
onstrated that this support will not
come through a guaranteed loan pro-
gram.

While I support the bill for this
reason, my main concern today is that
all my colleagues, including those who
are inclined to vote against it, under-
stand the roundabout way the admin-
istration is working to achieve its
aims.@

o Mr. CORRADA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of H.R. 6086, the Small
Business Investment Act.

The passage of this bill will be of
great benefit to our Nation's economy.
As you know, small businesses have
played a key role in the development
of our economy and in the creation of
jobs during the last few years.

This bill will increase funding for
two vital SBA programs: the equal op-
portunity loan program which targets
aid to firms in areas with high unem-
ployment and increases the current
authorization guarantees for minority
enterprises SBIC loans. This bill also
offers a variety of programs to help
small businesses attract capital. It pro-
vides direct loans and guarantees
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loans, bonds, and equity funds issued
by private sources.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of this bill that will help to concen-
trate small business effort in those
areas and communities where we need
it more.@
® Ms. FERRARO. Mr. Speaker, the
legislation we are considering is essen-
tially a reauthorization of the Small
Business Administration Act. As a
strong supporter of small business,
and one who understands the tremen-
dous contributions of small businesses
to our Nation’s economic well-being
and to job creation and technological
advances, I believe we should act
promptly to pass this bill and move it
through conference with the Senate
and on to the President for signature.
The bill makes important changes and
improvements in our Federal small
business programs at a time when
business failures are at their highest
level since the depths of the Great De-
pression.

But there is one provision in this leg-
islation which I vigorously oppose.
Frankly, it's outrageous and incredible
that the provision even appears in this
bill. It is opposed by the chairman of
the Committee on Small Business. It is
totally unrelated to the purpose of the
legislation.

The provision, contained in section
12 of H.R. 6086, would prohibit SBA
assistance to any applicant which per-
forms abortions, which engages in re-
search which relates to methods of, or
performance of, abortions, which pro-
motes or recommends abortion, or
which trains any individual to perform
abortions.

The 3% years I have spent in this
House have seen a steady expansion of
legislative targets for antiabortion
riders. First, we completely frustrated
any efforts to produce an appropria-
tions bill for the Departments of
Labor and HHS (then HEW). Then we
moved on to the appropriations bill on
Defense, and then the District of Co-
lumbia, and then the Treasury-Postal-
General Government. We also dealt
with the issue on the child health as-
sistance planning bill.

I have consistently opposed all these
efforts to inject the Government into
what is an intensely personal decision
for a woman and her doctor as inap-
propriate in a free society and as bla-
tantly antiwomen.

Now the ideologues have produced a
provision that is, in its way, the worst
of the lot. There is not any shred of
rational relationship between the pur-
pose of the bill, which is to promote
small business, and the provision on
abortion. Not only is it bad policy, but
it is terrible legislation. It must be re-
moved.

Mr. Speaker, I do not propose to try
to defeat what is an excellent and es-
sential bill because of one odious pro-
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vision. My sincere hope, however, is
that the House conferees on this bill
will agree to drop it in conference.
Since the Senate bill includes no such
provision, this result can easily be
achieved, and it will bring better social
policy and better small business
policy.e

® Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this bill, H.R. 6086, which
would provide much needed financial
assistance to our Nation’s 15 million
small businesses.

The major features of this impor-
tant measure would:

Increase funding levels for Small
Business Administration loan guaran-
tee programs;

Establish small business firms locat-
ed in persistent high unemployment
areas as priority targets for SBA direct
loans;

Overturn an SBA decision to deny
loan guarantees when tax-exempt In-
dustrial Revenue Bonds (IRB's) are in-
volved;

Freeze the current maximum inter-
est rate charged for SBA-guaranteed
loans through June 30, 1983; and

Require SBA to use all of its funds
unless there is a lack of demand for
those funds.

Simply stated, this legislation aims
to help small businesses attract the
capital they need to help bolster our
Nation’s weakened economy. The
Small Business Development Act of
1980 established authorization levels
and loan ceilings for SBA programs
through fiscal year 1984. However,
those levels of funding have proven in-
sufficient to deal with the current eco-
nomic climate. H.R. 6086 would pro-
vide the additional assistance that is
necessary.

Clearly, if our Nation’s economic re-
covery effort is to be successful, we
must do everything possible to stimu-
late small business growth. Evidence
to this fact can be seen through a
number of telling statistics. First,
small business accounts for nearly half
of our Nation's private gross national
product (GNP). Second, small business
provides the overwhelming majority of
new private sector jobs. Third, small
business has proven to be far more in-
novative per R. & D. dollar than
larger firms.

At the same time, however, small
business is being forced out of the
short-term bank borrowing market—
its primary source of capital finane-
ing—by current economic conditions.
That is why this legislation is so im-
portant. It would help to insure that
adequate capital can continue to be
made available to those firms which
can do s0 much, if given the chance, to
strengthen our troubled economy.

I am especially impressed with the
emphasis this legislation places on aid
to minority enterprises and areas of
high unemployment. Specifically, this
measure would increase loan guaran-
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tees to minority enterprise small busi-
ness investment companies (SBIC’s)
from $37 million to $41 million for
both fiscal year 1983 and 1984, and it
would increase equal opportunity loan
program funding—which is targeted to
areas with high unemployment—from
$60 million to $167 million.

Mr. Speaker, at a time when our
Nation is facing one of its most diffi-
cult economic crises in history, we
must do all we can to promote the vast
energies and creative genius of small
business. I urge the passage of H.R.
6086 as a major step in that direc-
tion.e
® Mr. IRELAND. Mr. Speaker, 1 rise
in support of H.R. 6086. In spite of the
budget constraints we faced, I believe
the committee has come up with an
overall piece of legislation that will be
beneficial to the small business com-
munity. By no means however, should
we deceive ourselves into thinking
that such legislation is the total
answer for all small businesses. We
must continue to work for small busi-
ness in our committee and every other
committee in the House and Senate.
For everything we do in the Congress
affects small business and we should
realize that.

I would like to address one specific
part of the legislation. We incorporat-
ed H.R. 55651 into this bill. H.R. 5551
was introduced by our distinguished
full committee chairman and myself in
February. What we have done is to
provide 45 days notice between publi-
cation of the notice of a procurement
opportunity and the letting of the con-
tract. Over the years we have discov-
ered that small businesses have not
had enough time to take advantage of
available contracting opportunities.

It is administrative practice to pub-
lish procurement notices in the Com-
merce Business Daily 10 days before
the issuance of a solicitation, but the
practice is not constant, and a notice
often first appears on the date a solici-
tation is issued. In addition, regula-
tions presently provide for a minimum
bidding time of 20 calendar days
except where ‘“‘special circumstances”
call for a shortened time period. What
you have then, instead of a cumulative
period of 30 days for solicitation and
bid, is an arbitrarily imposed time-
frame which exists solely at the pro-
curing agency’s discretion. The small
firm is at a clear disadvantage since it
often lacks the financial and human
resources necessary to monitor this
discretionary, fluctuating process. To
compound the situation further, the
poor timing of solicitation notices
limits a business already functioning
at capacity and its ability to prepare
and submit timely bids. We have now
taken a legislative initiative to address
this problem,

The small business community owes
a debt of gratitude to the smaller busi-
ness association of New England who
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brought this issue to the Small Busi-
ness Committee’s attention and then
worked very hard to insure its pas-
sage.@

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I have no further requests
for time, and I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
MircHELL) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, HR. 6086, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof),
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to amend the Small Business
Act and the Small Business Invest-
ment Act of 1958, and for other pur-
poses.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, 1 ask unanimous consent to
take from the Speaker’s table the
Senate bill (S. 1947) to improve small
business access to Federal procure-
ment information, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Maryland?

There was no objection,

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as
follows:

5. 1947

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Uniled States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
section 8(e) of the Small Business Act is
amended to read as follows:

“(eX1) It shall be the duty of the Secre-
tary of Commerce, and the Secretary is
hereby empowered, to obtain notice of all
proposed competitive and noncompetitive
defense procurement actions of $10,000 and
above, and all competitive and noncompeti-
tive civilian procurement actions of $5,000
and above, from any Federal department,
establishment or agency engaged in pro-
curement of property, supplies and services
in the United States, and to publicize such
notices in the daily publication Commerce
Business Daily, immediately after the neces-
sity for the procurement is established: Pro-
vided, That nothing in this paragraph shall
require publication of such notices with re-
spect to those procurements (A) which for
security reasons are of a classified nature, or
(B) which are for utility services and the
procuring agency in accordance with appli-
cable law has predetermined the utility con-
cern to whom the award will be made, or (C)
which are made from another Government
department or agency, or a mandatory
source of supply, or (D) in which only for-
eign sources are to be solicited, or (E) which
are determined in writing by the head of
the agency, with the concurrence of the Ad-
ministrator, that advance publicity is not
appropriate or reasonable.

*(2) Except as provided in paragraph (3),
whenever a procuring activity is required to
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publish notice of procurement actions pur-
suant to paragraph (1) of this subsection,
such activity may not—

“(A) issue a solicitation until at least fif-
teen days have elapsed from the date of
publication of a proper notice of the action
in the Commerce Business Daily, except
where the solicitation will be for procure-
ment of requirements classified as research
or development effort, in which case until at
least forty-five days have elapsed from the
date of such publication; or

“(B) foreclose competition until at least
thirty days have elapsed from either (i) the
date of issuance of the solicitation, or (ii) in
the case of orders under a basic agreement,
basic ordering agreement, or similar ar-
rangement, the date of publication of a
proper notice of intent to place the order; or

“(C) commence negotiations for the award
of a sole source contract until at least thirty
days have elapsed from the date of publica-
tion of a proper notice of intent to contract
that provides such specifications and infor-
mation as practicable regarding the service
or performance, and that interested persons
are invited to respond or submit proposals
in response to such notices within such
period of time.

*(3) Nothing in paragraph (2) shall re-
quire compliance with any such minimum
periods if—

“(A) the procurement action is to be made
by an order placed under an existing con-
tract; or

“(B) the procuring activity determines in
advance in writing on a case-by-case basis
that, with respect to any such procurement
action (i) it is of such unusual and compel-
ling emergency that the Government would
be seriously injured if the time periods in
paragraph (2) were complied with; or (i) it
involves perishable subsistence supplies and
it is determined that it is impracticable to
comply with such minimum periods.

“(4) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, a procuring activity may not enter
into negotiations for the award of a sole
source contract for more than $100,000
unless—

“(A) the head of the procuring activity
has approved the proposal to negotiate such
a contract; and

“(B) the procuring activity has considered
all responses to the notice of procurement
action as required in paragraph (2) of this
subsection.

“(5) As used in this section, the term ‘sole
source contract’ means a contract for the
purchase of property, supplies or services
which is entered into or proposed to be en-
tered into by an agency after soliciting or
negotiating with only one source.”.

(b) The amendments made by this Act
shall apply with respect to procurement ac-
tions to be initiated forty-five days after the
date of enactment of this Act.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MITCHELL OF
MARYLAND

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MrrcueLL of Maryland moves to strike
out all after the enacting clause of the
Senate bill, S. 1947, and to insert in lieu
thereof the provisions of H.R. 6086, as
passed by the House.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed.
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The title of the Senate bill was
amended so as to read: “A bill to
amend the Small Business Act and the
Small Business Investment Act of
1958, and for other purposes".

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

A similar House bill (H.R. 6086), was
laid on the table.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 5. 1947

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I now ask unanimous consent
that the House insist on its amend-
ment to the Senate bill, S. 1947, and
request a conference with the Senate
thereon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Maryland? The Chair
hears none, and without objection, ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
MircHELL of Maryland, SmiTH of Iowa,
AppaBBO, GONZALEZ, RICHMOND, HATCH-
ER, SAVAGE, McDapgE, CONTE, STANTON
of Ohio, BRooMFIELD, and WILLIAMS of
Ohio.

There was no objection.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER AS COSPONSOR

OF H.R. 5705

Mr. BENEDICT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my name be
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 5705,
the Home Recording Act of 1982.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from West Virginia?

There was no objection.

THE GLADYS NOON SPELLMAN
PARKWAY

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass
the bill (H.R. 4848), entitled, “The
Gladys Noon Spellman Parkway,” as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 4848

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Congress finds that Gladys Noon Spellman,
elected to four terms in the House of Repre-
sentatives from the State of Maryland,
should be afforded recognition not only for
her personal efforts in upgrading one of the
Capital region’s most important transporta-
tion corridors, but more broadly for the
dedication, commitment, and concern she
expended on behalf of the people of Mary-
land. The quality of her service to the
public exemplifies the high ideals and prin-
ciples she held paramount.

Sec. 2. The parkway under the jurisdiction
of the Secretary of the Interior, in the State
of Maryland known as the Baltimore-Wash-
ington Parkway, shall hereafter be known
and designated as the “Gladys Noon Spell-
man Parkway”. Any reference in any sign,
law, map, regulation, document, record, or
other paper of the United States to such
parkway shall be held to be a reference to
the “Gladys Noon Spellman Parkway" and
any future signs, regulations, records, maps,
or other documents of the United States re-
ferring to this parkway shall bear the name
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“Gladys Noon Spellman Parkway'. The Sec-
retary of the Interior shall, before October
1, 1983, replace the existing signs for such
parkway with appropriate signs designating
the parkway as the “Gladys Noon Spellman
Parkway".

Sec. 3. The Secretary of the Interior is au-
thorized and directed, in cooperation with
the State of Maryland, to design and erect
at a suitable location adjacent to the Gladys
Noon Spellman Parkway an appropriate
marker commemorating the outstanding
contributions of Gladys Noon Spellman.

SEc. 4. Effective October 1, 1982, there are
hereby authorized to be appropriated such
sums as are necessary to carry out the provi-
sions of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, a second is not re-
quired on this motion.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. SE1-
BERLING) will be recognized for 20 min-
utes, and the gentleman from Alaska
(Mr. Younc) will be recognized for 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. SEIBERLING).

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, HR. 4848 is a very
simple bill to honor Gladys Noon
Spellman by naming the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway the Gladys
Noon Spellman Parkway.

Gladys Spellman, all those who
served with her will remember with
pleasure, was a four-term Member of
the House of Representatives and she
was instrumental in obtaining the co-
operation of the State of Maryland,
local governments and Federal agen-
cies to improve and maintain this
parkway as a pleasant, vital transpor-
tation corridor between Washington,
D.C., and Baltimore. More important-
ly, Mrs. Spellman served this body
with great distinction as a Member of
Congress whose high ideals and princi-
ples never waivered in the face of con-
flict and pressure that accompanies
the role of a Representative.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to commend our
distinguished colleague from Mary-
land, Mr. Steny HoYEer, for the devel-
opment of this legislation to honor in
a small way the outstanding contribu-
tions of Gladys Noon Spellman.

I urge that all of our colleagues join
in supporting this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER).

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman from Maryland yield?

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. DOWNEY), a
COSpONSsor,

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Speaker, in her
four terms in the House of Represent-
atives, Gladys Noon Spellman left a
legacy of competence and hard work
to all those fortunate enough to have
had the opportunity of working with
her. It is this legacy that I believe
would be upheld by the resolution
before us today.
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Gladys Noon Spellman’s career
places her commitment to the Prince
Georges constituency in vivid perspec-
tive. From public school teacher to
county council member, to Congress-
woman, Gladys' dedication to her area
has never missed a step. And I would
like to point out that there could
never be a doubt that this area was
first and foremost, her home.

The Fifth Congressional District of
Prince Georges County is a Federal
employee community. There has prob-
ably never been a more outspoken and
skillful representative of this voice in
Congress. Her representation covered
both the rights and benefits of these
workers, but also their morale as well.
Demanding the respect of Members on
both sides of the aisle, Gladys repre-
sented an outspoken voice for a popu-
lation and area that is importantly
concerned with parochial but also na-
tional interests. Those who sought a
hearing on Capitol Hill could always
find a welcome ear in Gladys' office.
Her large and growing margin of elec-
tion victories is the clearest indication
of just the amount of support she rep-
resented.

There is little doubt that Gladys
Spellman’s political future was of the
greatest potential. It is only the most
unfortunate and unpredictable of cir-
cumstances that could have brought
such a career to an end. It is my hope
that we will allow her career and all
that it embodied to live on in a fitting
salute.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
support of this tribute to an individual
this area cannot afford to forget.

Mr. HOYER. Mr, Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 4848, the legislation
which would change the name of the
Baltimore-Washington Parkway to the
Gladys Noon Spellman Parkway.

There are many Members of this
House of Representatives who served
with my predecessor, Gladys Spell-
man. So many of you have told me
that you admire and respect her as a
legislator and even more, you are espe-
cially fond of this vivacious, friendly,
warm, and earing woman. Hardly a
day goes by that one of my colleagues
or a staff member does not stop me to
ask about Gladys' present condition
which, I am sorry to relate, remains
unchanged with little hope that it will
ever improve. Therefore, I believe, Mr.
Speaker, that it is most appropriate
and timely that we, in the House,
show our great esteem for our former
colleague and for the quality of service
she so ably gave the Fifth District of
Maryland by insuring the passage of
this measure.

Gladys Spellman has many friends
in this House of Representatives evi-
denced by the 162 cosponsors of the
parkway bill. And she has many
friends, too, in the Fifth District of
Maryland where she lived and served
the public for many decades. Indeed,
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Mr. Speaker, when I first introduced
H.R. 4848, our office received letter
upon letter of support from grateful
people who remembered her efforts to
improve the parkway. There were
other letters from supporters who
pointed out how involved Gladys was
in the upgrading of our schools, the
improvement of health care for our
citizens, and the development of park-
lands and roads—to name just a few.
Her positive presence is felt in almost
every facet of our community life.

We also have had the very impor-
tant support from those in the public
sector, such as the Governor of Mary-
land, the Prince Georges County coun-
cil, the Prince Georges municipal asso-
ciation, the Prince Georges Chamber
of Commerce, and from each of the
towns along the parkway. The Assem-
bly of the State of Maryland, during
its 1982 session, adopted a bill which
mirrors H.R. 4848. It will make all the
name changes on the necessary signs
and documents on the State's portion
of the parkway. It is a companion
effort to see that the entire parkway
consistently reflects the name Glady
Noon Spellman Parkway. I am happy
to report that the Governor has
signed the State bill into law.

There have been a few people, of
course, who presented me with the
view that a slab of blacktop may not
be a fitting tribute to a woman who is
warm, personable, and so effective. To
their credit, they believe—and I join
them in that view—that a renaming of
a hospital or school would also be a
suitable recognition of her contribu-
tions. T submit, however, that while
their thoughts are admirable, even
schools are cold brick and mortar, and
while Gladys made significant contri-
butions to both health care and educa-
tion throughout her public career, it
was the parkway which captured her
heart and spirit.

Mrs. Dorothy Lupo, Gladys Spell-
man’s sister, said it best, I think, when
she wrote to a local newspaper regard-
ing the renaming. She said:

To Gladys, the parkway was more than
just a commuter road. She loved it from the
time it was first constructed. We could
never ride with her and not hear her
comment, . .. on its elegant beauty, its
magnificent trees, its graceful
curves . . . Gladys thought of the parkway
as majestic and beautiful . . . that's just
the way so many of us think of her. But
even more, we think of her much as the
parkway suggests—busy, vibrant, every
moving.

By those eloquent words, I believe
Mrs. Lupo has captured the essence of
the meaning in renaming the parkway.

As many of you know, the Balti-
more-Washington Parkway is the
major north-south artery which could
be called the lifeline of Maryland’s
current Fifth Congressional District.
It bisects the district and carries daily
tens of thousands of area residents to
and from jobs in Washington, Balti-
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more, and points inbetween. Virtually
anyone and everyone who drives a ve-
hicle in this area uses the parkway at
some point during the course of a typi-
cal week.

Despite the key role the parkway
plays in the lives of area residents, in
January of 1975, it was in considerable
disrepair. Gladys Spellman was just
sworn into the House of Representa-
tives at that time, and had joined the
thousands of daily commuters on the
parkway, from her home in Laurel to
her office here in Washington, suffer-
ing along with them the bumps and
Ehumps of the badly deteriorated sur-

ace.

Tempers flared when antiquated en-
trance lanes would not allow high-
speed access, creating gigantic traffic
backups during rush hours. Front-end
alinements were everyday repair
chores for automobile owners unable
to dodge the steady stream of pot-
holes, ruts, and other breaks in the
pavement. It was costly, unpleasant,
and downright hazardous to travel the
parkway in those days.

Many of you may recall that there
had been a longstanding intergovern-
mental impasse which prevented the
much-needed reconstruction of the
parkway and it was obvious that inter-
im remedies were necessary if the road
was to stay open at all. The newly
elected Congresswoman went to work
on the parkway problem immediately,
and things began to happen. Appeals
to the House Appropriations Subcom-
mittee on the Interior, important as-
sistance from subcommittee chairman
SioNEy R. Yates III, and help from
another member of the subcommittee,
Maryland Representative CLARENCE
Long, enabled Gladys Spellman to free
up $5.7 million in new funds for the
repair work. Mrs. Spellman then
guided the appropriation first through
the House and then the Senate, work-
ing closely with the Maryland Sena-
tors, to finally achieve the President’s
signature. Many would have consid-
ered enactment of that appropriation
the final step—the crowning achieve-
ment—of their efforts to aid the park-
way and its users. But not Gladys
Spellman. She knew her work was just
beginning. With the money now avail-
able, she set about the task of having
the repair work completed as quickly
as possible and with a minimum of dis-
ruption for the commuting public.

After expediting the awarding of the
construction contract, Mrs. Spellman,
using her exceptional skills as a nego-
tiator, called together at a meeting at
her home, officials of the National
Park Service, the construction compa-
ny, and numerous citizens' groups
from the Fifth District. She arranged
to have much of the reconstruction
work done at night and on weekends,
when it would least interfere with the
vital parkway traffic. It was the Bicen-
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tennial Year and the unprecedented
arrangements to accomplish the repav-
ing neither impeded nor interrupted
the increased tourist traffic arriving to
celebrate our Nation’s 200th birthday.

The bulk of the upgrading was com-
pleted by 1976. But followup work on
access ramps continued for several
more years under Mrs. Spellman’s
watchful eye. The Fifth District Con-
gresswoman became so personally
identified with the parkway work that,
right up to the day her seat was vacat-
ed due to her untimely illness, she
continued to receive letters from
grateful constituents thanking her for
her efforts on their behalf.

Gladys Spellman was a dedicated,
committed public servant whose un-
flagging spirit we all admire. To place
her name on the parkway which runs
through the very heart of the county
Gladys loves, a parkway which passes
by so many communities upon which
she left her mark, will be a lasting
monument to her good work. Paying
tribute to Gladys Spellman, a truly
outstanding public official, in this
manner is a most appropriate action.
With the passage of H.R. 4848, she
will not be forgotten by any of us and
she will daily be remembered by those
who travel along the grateful path of
the Gladys Noon Spellman Parkway. I
urge my colleagues to adopt H.R. 4848,
the Gladys Noon Spellman Parkway.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to our distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from Mary-
land, (Mr. MITCHELL).

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 4848,
legislation to designate the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway as the “Gladys
Noon Spellman Parkway.” The meas-
ure also authorizes the Secretary of
the Interior, in cooperation with the
State of Maryland, to design and erect
a marker, at a suitable location adja-
cent to the parkway, commemorating
the outstanding contributions of our
former colleague.

It is true that Gladys Spellman was
instrumental in obtaining Government
cooperation and funding for the main-
tenance of this parkway. However, this
is certainly not the only reason we
should choose to honor her in this
way.

Former Representative Spellman
served four terms in this House, and I
do not believe there is a Member or
staffer with whom she has worked
who could deny that she was an inspi-
ration. Her unyielding dedication to
her immediate constituency did not
preclude an intense emphasis on
human rights and dignity for all
people.

It is only fitting that the 19 miles
which link the cities of Baltimore and
Washington be renamed in the honor
of one who has fought heartily, and
oftimes, successfully to protect our
Federal workers. I can reflect on many
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days when Gladys and I stood togeth-
er in an attempt to stave off efforts to
deny equitable benefits to these work-
ers. Her eloquence on the floor of the
House and in committee was only ex-
ceeded by the very personal touch
which she brought to each of her
many areas of pursuit. These areas in-
cluded health care, education, and suf-
ficient economic and social opportuni-
ties for all people regardless of race or
economic status.

Mr. Speaker, I would only urge that
we vote for H.R. 4848 overwhelmingly.
I am proud to be a cosponsor of this
legislation, and there should not be
any doubt that the outstanding contri-
butions of Gladys Noon Spellman de-
serve such a tribute,

Let me also add that words nor ges-
tures are never adequate enough to
say thank you. We can only honor
those who have worked so hard by the
tokens of appreciation provided in the
legislation before you. Gladys Spell-
man is among those who have worked
hard, and I urge strongly that each of
my colleagues cast a favorable vote for
H.R. 4848 in her honor.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I support the bill now
under consideration (H.R. 4848) which
would rename the current Baltimore-
Washington Parkway as the Gladys
Noon Spellman Parkway.

This parkway is administered by the
National Park Service and is a princi-
pal transportation corridor between

the cities of Baltimore and Washing-
ton, D.C. While the naming of nation-
al park system units after individuals
is often a matter of controversy due to
longstanding poliey to not do so, this
is not the case in this instance. The

Baltimore-Washington Parkway is
technically not an individual unit of
the national park system, as it is ad-
ministered as a part of the National
Capital Parks, which is a collection of
numerous areas administered by the
National Park Service in the region of
the Nation’s Capital.

Mr. Speaker, Gladys Noon Spellman
served with distinction as a Member of
the House of Representatives. She
contributed a great deal of effort
toward the betterment of this park-
way during her period of representa-
tion of the congressional district
through which much of the parkway
is located. I believe it is'‘entirely appro-
priate that she be commemorated in
the manner set forth by this bill, and I
urge my colleagues to support this
measure,
® Mr. BARNES. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend my colleague from Maryland,
StENy Hover, for his initiative in in-
troducing this bill and for his efforts
in bringing it to the House floor. This
measure would rename the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway as the Gladys
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Noon Spellman Parkway, and I urge
my colleagues to support it.

During her tenure as Representative
of Maryland's Fifth Congressional Dis-
trict, Gladys earned a reputation as a
superb Congresswoman. She came to
be known for her effective advocacy of
the interests of Federal employees; for
her excellent constituent casework
and responsiveness to district con-
cerns; and for her activism on regional
issues, such as the construction of the
area’s Metro subway system. One of
her countless accomplishments on the
local scene was her expert arrange-
ment, in a complicated political set-
ting, for timely and needed repairs to
the Baltimore-Washington Parkway.

If this bill is signed into law, as I
hope it will be, the Gladys Noon Spell-
man Parkway will serve as a reminder
of her contribution to Maryland and
to its citizens over 20 years as a dedi-
cated public servant. It will remind us
what a friend we have in Gladys Spell-
man. She holds a very special place in
the hearts of Marylanders, and in the
hearts of her colleagues here in the
House.

Gladys Spellman is a close friend of
mine, and I know that she counted her
work on the Baltimore-Washington
Parkway as one of her important
achievements. This bill is a fitting trib-
ute to her efforts, and I urge my col-
leagues in the House to support it.e
® Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
rise and lend my support to the pend-
ing bill which renames the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway after our be-
loved friend and former colleague
Gladys Noon Spellman.

Those of us who had the pleasure to
serve with Gladys miss her and remain
shocked over the sudden turn of
events which caused her to leave this
body. We are grateful that we can in
some small way pay honor to this fine
woman who gave this body and the
citizens of Prince Georges County in
Maryland 8 years of dedicated and dis-
tinguished service.

Anyone who has lived in this area
for any period of time has traveled on
the Baltimore-Washington Parkway.
It is the primary connecting road be-
tween the two great cities and is the
gateway of the Washington to New
York road route. It is a roadway which
is both busy and beautiful. Its rolling
hills and lush woods are settling to the
daily commuter. It is a road which
Gladys Spellman loved dearly.

We all still hope and pray that
Gladys may recover from the massive
heart attack she suffered. In the inter-
im let us again thank Gladys for her
fine work and career and service to the
people of Maryland and the Nation. I
urge adoption of this billL.e
® Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. Speaker,
Gladys Noon Spellman is a friend as
well as a colleague. It is fitting that
the name of the Baltimore-Washing-
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ton Parkway be changed to the Gladys
Noon Spellman Parkway. Her ability
to organize and get the job done for
her constituents along the road was
key to her success as a Congresswom-
an. Her reliability, her steady and
soothing manner made her a welcome
associate.

Above all her loyalty to her constitu-
ents is a model for all of us here. Her
mission as a Representative was to
look after the needs of the people in
her district. We cannot forget that she
was the driving force behind the resur-
facing of the parkway we seek to
rename in her honor; an effort that all
who drive the road appreciate.

It is a small token of our love and re-
spect for someone who has touched
our lives that I urge the passage of
this bill.e

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
I have no further requests for time,
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
want to urge all of our colleagues
again to support this bill to honor our
beloved former colleague, Gladys
Noon Spellman. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. SEIBER-
riNG), that the House suspend the

rules and pass the bill HR. 4848, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof),
the rules were suspended, and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks in the
REecorD on the measure just passed.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

AMERICAN CONSERVATION
CORPS ACT OF 1982

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass
the bill (H.R. 4861) to provide for the
conservation, rehabilitation, and im-
provement of natural and cultural re-
sources located on public or Indian
lands, and for other purposes, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 4861

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United Stales of
America in Congress assembled,

SHORT TITLE

SectioN 1. This act may be cited as the

“American Conservation Corps Act of 1982".
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CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS AND PURPOSE

Sec. 2. (a) FinpiNgs.—The Congress finds
that—

(1) public lands, resources, and facilities,
including parks, rangelands, wildlife ref-
uges, forests, water resources, fishery facili-
ties, historic and cultural sites, and urban
and community resources, have become sub-
ject to increasing public use and resource
production demands;

(2) the conditions of many of these lands,
resources, and facilities has deteriorated as
a result of these increasing uses and de-
mands and as a result of the inability of
Government agencies to adequately staff
and fund the maintenance necessary to
arrest the deterioration;

(3) public land management agencies have
a responsibility to assure that public lands
and resources are managed—

(A) to assure continued productivity,

(é?.) to protect public health and safety,
an

(C) to assure their wise and economic con-
servation, maintenance, and use;

(4) a program designed to systematically
guide and enhance the conservation, reha-
bilitation, and improvement of our public
lands, resources, and facilities is urgently
needed; and

(5) youth conservation programs have
proven highly successful and cost effective
in providing training and jobs for unem-
ployed youth and in assisting land manage-
ment agencies at all levels of government to
reduce the backlog of neglected public land
conservation, rehabilitation and improve-
ment projects and to carry out other public
land resource management work.

(b) Purrose.—It is the purpose of this Act
to—

(1) reduce the backlog of conservation, re-
habilitation, and improvement work on the
public lands, prevent the further deteriora-
tion of public lands and resources and facili-
ties, conserve energy and restore and main-
tain community lands, resources, and facili-
ties;

(2) establish an American Conservation
Corps to carry out a program to improve, re-
store, maintain, and conserve public lands
and resources in the most cost-effective
manner;

(3) use such vrogram to assist State and
local governments in carrying out needed
public land and resource conservation, reha-
bilitation, and improvement projects;

(4) Provide for implementation of the pro-
gram in such manner as will foster conserva-
tion and the wise use of natural and cultural
resources through the establishment of
working relationships among the Federal,
State, and local governments, Indian tribes,
and other public and private organizations;
and

(5) use this program to increase (by train-
ing and other means) employment opportu-
nities for young men and women especially
those who are economically, socially, phys-
ically, or educationally disadvantaged and
who may not otherwise be productively em-
ployed.

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 3. For purposes of this Act:

(1) The term “Secretary” means the Sec-
retary of the Interior, except where other-
wise expressly provided.

(2) The terms “public lands' and “publicly
owned lands" mean any lands and waters
{or interest therein) owned or administered
by the United States or by any agency or in-
strumentality of a State or local govern-
ment.
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(3) The term “program’ means the public
lands conservation. rehabilitation, and im-
provement program established under this
Act.

(4) The term “program agency” means
any Federal agency or instrumentality with
responsibility for the management of any
public or Indian lands, any State agency
designated by the Governor to manage the
program in that State, and the governing
body of any Indian tribe.

(5) The term “Indian tribe” means any
Indian tribe, band, nation, or other group
which is recognized as an Indian tribe by
the Secretary. Such term also includes any
Native village corporation, regional corpora-
tion, and Native group established pursuant
to the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act
(43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.).

(6) The term “Indian” means a person
who is a member of an Indian tribe.

(7) The term “Indian lands” means any
real property owned by an Indian tribe, any
real property held in trust by the United
States for individual Indians or Indian
tribes, and any real property held by indi-
vidual Indians or Indian tribes which is sub-
ject to restrictions on alienation imposed by
the United States.

(8) The term “employment security serv-
ice” means the agency in each of the several
States with responsibility for the adminis-
tration of unemployment and employment
programs, and the oversight of local labor
conditions.

(9) The term “chief administrator” means
the head of any program agency as that
term is defined in paragraph (4).

(10) The term “enrollee’” means any indi-
vidual enrolled in the American Conserva-
tion Corps in accordance with section 5.

(11) The term “State"” means any State of
the United States, the District of Columbia,
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam,
the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, the
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands, and the Trust Territories of the Pa-
cifie Islands.

PUBLIC LANDS CONSERVATION, REHABILITATION,
AND IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

SEc. 4. (3) ESTABLISHMENT AND ADMINISTRA-
TION OF ProGraM.—Not later than ninety
days after the enactment fo this Act, the
Secretary, in cooperation with the Secretary
of Agriculture and after consultation with
the Secretary of Labor, shall establish and
administer a public lands conservation, re-
habilitation, and improvement program to
carry out the purposes of this Act. Under
such program, the Secretary shall provide
assistance to program agencies for the es-
tablishment and operation of residential
and nonresidential American Conservation
Corps centers and for the implementation
by the American Conservation Corps of
projects designed to carry out such pur-
poses.

(b) ProJects INCLUDED.—The program es-
tablished under this section may include,
but shall not be limited to, projects such
85—

(1) forestry, nursery, and silvicultural op-
erations;

(2) wildlife habitat conservation, rehabili-
tation, and improvement;

(3) rangeland conservation, rehabilitation,
and improvement;

(4) recreational area development, mainte-
nance, and improvement,

(5) urban revitalization;

(6) historical and cultural site preserva-
tion and maintenance;
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(T) fish culture and habitat maintenance
and improvement and other fishery assist-
ance;

(8) road and trail maintenance and im-
provement;

(9) erosion, flood, drought, and storm
damage assistance and control;

(10) stream, lake, and waterfront harbor
and port improvement, and pollution con-
trol;

(11) insect, disease, rodent, and fire pre-
vention, and control;

(12) improvement of abandoned railroad
bed and right-of-way;

(13) energy conservation projects and re-
newable resource enhancement;

(14) recovery of biomass from publiec
lands, particularly forestlands, and

(15) reclamation and improvement of
strip-mined lands.

(c) PREFERENCE FOR CERTAIN PROJECTS.—
The program shall provide a preference for
those projects which—

(1) will provide long-term benefits to the
public;

(2) will provide meaningful work experi-
ence to the enrollee involved;

(3) will be labor intensive; and

(4) can be planned and initiated promptly.

(d) LimiTATION TO PUELIC LANDS.—Projects
to be carried out under the program shall be
limited to projects on public lands or Indian
lands except where a project involving other
lands will provide a documented publie ben-
efit and reimbursement will be provided to
the program agency for that portion of the
total costs of the program which does not
provide a public benefit. Notwithstanding
any other provision of law, any reimburse-
ment referred to in the preceding sentence
shall be retained by the program agency
and shall be used by the agency for pur-
poses of carrying out other projects under
the program.

(e) ConsisTENCY.—The Secretary and the
chief administrators of other program agen-
cies shall assure that projects selected under
this Act for conservation, rehabilitation, or
improvement of any public lands are con-
sistent with the provisions of law relating to
the management and administration of such
lands and with all other applicable provi-
sions of law.

(f) CONSERVATION CENTERS.—(1) Each pro-
gram agency may apply to the Secretary for
approval of conmservation centers to carry
out projects under this Act.

(2) Applications for approval of conserva-
tion centers shall be submitted to the Secre-
tary in such manner as the Secretary may
prescribe. Each application shall contain, in
such detail as the Secretary deems neces-
sary—

(A) a comprehensive description of the ob-
jectives and performance goals for the con-
servation center and a description of the
types of projects to be carried out, including
a description of the types and duration of
training (including work experience) to be
provided;

(B) a description of the facilities and
equipment to be available for use in the
center;

(C) an estimate of the number of enrollees
and crew leaders necessary for the proposed
projects, the length of time for which the
services of such personnel will be required,
and the services which will be required for
their support;

(D) a plan for managing the conservation
center, supplying the necessary equipment
and material, and administering the payroll;
and

(E) such other information as the Secre-
tary shall prescribe.
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(3) In approving conservation centers, the
Secretary shall give due consideration to
the cost and means of transportation avail-
able between the center and the homes of
the enrollees who may be assigned to those
centers. The location and type of conserva-
tion centers shall be selected in such
manner as will increase the enrollment of
economically, socially, physically, and edu-
cationally disadvantaged youths, and of
youths from areas of high unemployment.

(g) LocaL GOVERNMENT PARTICIPATION.—
Any State carrying out a program under
this Act shall provide a mechanism under
which local governments in the State may
be approved by the State to participate in
the program and to carry out projects in ac-
cordance with the requirements of this Aect.

(h) AGREEMENTS.—Program agencies may
enter into contracts and other appropriate
arrangements with local government agen-
cies and nonprofit organizations for the
management of conservation centers under
the program.

(i) Joint ProJECTS.— The Secretary is au-
thorized to develop jointly with the Secre-
tary of Labor regulations designed to allow,
where appropriate, joint projects in which
activities supported by funds authorized
under this Act are coordinated with activi-
ties supported by funds authorized under
employment and training statutes adminis-
tered by the Department of Labor (includ-
ing the Comprehensive Employment and
Training Act and any successor statutes).
Such regulations shall provide standards for
approval of joint projects which meet both
the purposes of this Act and the purposes of
such employment and training statutes
under which funds are available to support
the activities proposed for approval. Such
regulations shall also establish a single
mechanism for approval of joint projects de-
veloped at the State or local level,

ENROLLMENT, FUNDING, AND MANAGEMENT

Sec. 5. (a) ENROLLMENT IN PROGRAM.—(1)
Enrollment in the American Conservation
Corps shall be limited to individuals who, at
the time of enrollment, are—

(A) unemployed;

(B) not less than sixteen or more than
twenty-five years of age (except that pro-
grams limited to the months of June, July,
and August may include individuals not less
than fifteen years and not more than
twenty-one years of age at the time of their
enrollment); and

(C) citizens or lawful permanent residents
of the United States or lawfully admitted
alien parolees or refugees.

(2) Except in the case of a program limit-
ed to the months of June, July, and August,
individuals who at the time of applying for
enrollment have attained age sixteen but
not attained age nineteen, and who are no
longer enrolled in any secondary school
shall not be enrolled unless they give ade-
quate written assurances, under criteria to
be established by the Secretary, that they
did not leave school for the express purpose
of enrolling.

(3) The selection of enrollees to serve in
the American Conservation Corps in any
conservation center shall be the responsibil-
ity of the chief administrator of the pro-
gram agency, Enrollees shall be selected
from those qualified persons who have—

(A) applied to, or been recruited by, the
program agency, a State employment securi-
ty service, a prime sponsor under the Com-
prehensive Employment and Training Act
(or comparable entity under any successor
statutes), community or community-based
nonprofit organization, the sponsor of an
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Indian program, or the sponsor of a migrant
or seasonal farmworker program, and

(B) been screened for eligibility and re-
ferred to the program agency by the State
employment security service.

(4) In the recruitment and selection of en-
rollees, special consideration shall be given
to both—

(A) economically, socially, physically, and
educationally disadvantaged youths, and

(B) youths residing in areas, both rural
and urban, which have substantial unem-
ployment.

(5)A) Except for a program limited to the
months of June, July, and August, any
qualified individual selected for enrollment
may be enrolled for a period not to exceed
twenty-four months. When the term of en-
rollment does not consist of one continuous
twenty-four-month term, the total of short-
er terms may not exceed twenty-four
months.

(B) No individual may remain enrolled in
the American Conservation Corps after that
individual has attained the age of twenty-
six.

(b) SEervices, FAcCILITIES, SUPPLIES, ET
CeTERA.—The program agency shall provide
such quarters, board, medical care, trans-
portation, and other services, facilities, sup-
plies, and equipment as the Secretary deems
necessary for conservation centers. When-
ever possible, the Secretary shall make ar-
rangements with the Secretary of Defense
to have such logistical support provided by a
military installation near the proposed
center, including the provision of temporary
tent centers where needed. The Secretary
shall establish basic standards of health, nu-
trition, sanitation, and safety for all conser-
vation centers, and shall assure that such
standards are enforced.

(c) CoNSERVATION CENTER MANAGEMENT.—
Every conservation center shall have suffi-
cient supervisory staff appointed by the
chief administrator which may include en-
rollees who have displayed exceptional lead-
ership gualities.

(d) FunpiNnGg.—(1l) The Secretary may
award grants to, or enter into agreements
with, program agencies for the funding and
operation of conservation centers approved
by the Secretary under this Act.

(2) The Secretary shall not make any
grant to, or enter into any agreement with
any program agency for the funding of any
conservation center under this Act unless
such agency certifies that projects carried
out by the conservation center will not—

(A) result in the displacement of individ-
uals currently employed by the program
agency concerned (including partial dis-
placement through reduction of nonover-
time hours, wages, or employment benefits);

(B) result in the employment of any indi-
vidual when any other person is in a layoff
status from the same or substantially equiv-
alent job within the jurisdiction of the pro-
gram agency concerned; or

(C) impair existing contracts for services.

(3) Of the sums appropriated to carry out
this Act for any fiscal year—

(A) not less than 35 per centum shall be
made available by the Secretary for expend-
iture by State program agencies;

(B) not less than 25 per centum shall be
made available by the Secretary for expend-
iture pursuant to agreements with the Sec-
retary of Agriculture;

(C) not less than 25 per centum shall be
made available by the Secretary for expend-
iture by program agencies within the De-
partment of the Interior;
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(D) not less than 5 per centum shall be
made available by the Secretary for expend-
iture by the governing bodies of participat-
ing Indian tribes; and

(E) the remaining amount shall be made

available by the Secretary for expenditure
by other Federal program agencies and for
demonstration projects or projects of spe-
cial merit carried out by any program
agency or by any nonprofit organization or
local government which is undertaking or
proposing to undertake projects consistent
with the purposes of this Act.
10 per centum of the amount disbursed to
State agencies under subparagraph (AXor
to local governments within the State where
paragraph (4) applies) shall be divided
equally among the States and 90 per centum
of such amount shall be distributed among
such States proportionately according to
the total youth population of such States
between the ages of fifteen and twenty-five
(as determined on the basis of the most
recent census). Any State receiving funds
under subparagraph (A) for the operation
of any conservation center shall be required
to provide not less than 15 per centum of
the cost of operation of such center. Any
State receiving funds under subparagraph
(A) for any fiscal year shall provide not less
than 10 per centum of such funds to local
governments approved by the State under
section 4(g) to carry out projects under this
Act unless no such local government in that
State is approved before the end of such
fiscal year. In any case where no such local
government is approved before the end of
such fiscal year, such 10 per centum may be
expended by the State in accordance with
this Act.

(4) If, at the commencement of any fiscal
year, any State does not have a program
agency designated by the Governor to
manage the program in that State, then
during such fiscal year each local govern-
ment within such State may establish a pro-
gram agency to carry out the program
within the political subdivision which is
under the jurisdiction of such local govern-
ment. In any such case, the State share (or
a reasonable portion thereof) for such State
may be made available by the Secretary for
expenditure by such local government pro-
gram agencies to carry out the program
within such political subdivisions. Such
local government program agencies shall be
in all respects subject to the same require-
ments as State program agencies. Where
more than one local government within a
State has established a program agency
under this subsection, the Secretary shall
allocate funds between such agencies in
such manner as he deems equitable.

(5) Payments under grants under this sec-
tion may be made in advance or by way of
reimbursement and at such intervals and on
such conditions as the Secretary finds nec-

essary.

(6)A) There is authorized to be appropri-
ated to the Secretary for purposes of carry-
ing out this Act $50,000,000 for the fiscal
year 1983, and the amount determined
under subparagraph (B) for each of the
fiscal years 1984 through 1989 from so
much of the following amounts as would
otherwise be credited to miscellaneous re-
ceipts in the Treasury—

(i) all franchise fees estimated to be col-
lected for the fiscal year concerned by the
Secretary and Secretary of Agriculture; and

(ii) all receipts estimated to be due and
payable to the United States for the fiscal
year concerned from (I) permit fees (includ-

ing fees for special use permits) imposed by
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the Secretary or the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, (II) sales of timber by the Secretary or
the Secretary of Agriculture, and (III) leas-
ing activities of the Secretary and the Secre-
tary of Agriculture other than leasing ac-
tivities under the Mineral Leasing Act of
1920 (30 U.S.C. 181 et seq.) or under the
Mineral Leasing Act for Acquired Lands (30
U.S.C. 351 et seq.).

Such sums shall remain available until ex-
pended. Appropriations under this section
shall be made without fiscal year limitation.

(B) The amount authorized to be appro-
priated under subparagraph (A) for each of
the fiscal years 1984 through 1989 shall be
$250,000,000 plus a percentage increase for
each fiscal year based upon the percentage
increase in the Consumer Price Index pub-
lished by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.
The increase for each such fiscal year shall
be a percentage of $250,000,000 (plus unap-
propriated balances). Such percentage for
any fiscal year shall be equal to the percent-
age increase of—

(i) the Consumer Price Index for the last
calendar year ending prior to such fiscal
year, over

(ii) the Consumer Price Index for the cal-
endar year 1982.

(7T) No authority under this Act to enter
into contracts or to make payments shall be
effective except to the extent and in such
amounts as provided in advance in appro-
priations Acts. Any provision of this Act
which, directly or indirectly, authorizes the
enactment of new budget authority shall be
effective only for fiscal years beginning
after September 30, 1982.

FEDERAL EMPLOYEE STATUS

Sec. 6. (a) IN GENERAL.—Except as other-
wise specifically provided in the following
paragraphs, enrollees and crew leaders shall
not be deemed Federal employees and shall
not be subject to the provisions of law relat-
ing to Federal employment:

(1) For purposes of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 and title II of the Social Secu-
rity Act, enrollees and crew leaders shall be
deemed employees of the United States and
any service performed by any person as an
enrollee shall be deemed to be performed in
the employ of the United States.

(2) For purposes of subchapter I of chap-
ter 81 of title 5, United States Code, relating
to the compensation of Federal employees
for work injuries, enrollees and crew leaders
shall be deemed civil employees of the
United States within the meaning of the
term “employee” as defined in section 8101
of title 5, United States Code, and the provi-
sions of that subchapter shall apply,
except—

(A) the term “performance of duty” shall
not include any act of an enrollee member
or crew leader while absent from his or her
assigned post of duty, except while partiei-
pating in an activity authorized by or under
the direction and supervision of the Secre-
tary or the conservation center supervisory
staff (including an activity while on pass or
during travel to or from such post of duty);
and

(B) compensation for disability shall not
begin to accrue until the day following the
date on which the injured enrollee's or crew
leader's employment is terminated.

(3) For purposes of chapter 171 of title 28,
United States Code, relating to tort claims
procedure, enrollees and crew leaders shall
be deemed employee of the United States
within the meaning of the term “employees
of the Government"” as defined inspection

2671 of title 28, United States Code.
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(4) For purposes of section 5911 of title 5,
United States Code, relating to allowances
for quarters, enrollees and crew leaders
shall be deemed employees of the United
States within the meaning of the term “em-
ployee’ as defined in that section.

(b) AMENDMENT oF TITLE 5.—Section
8332(b) of title 5, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) by striking out
paragraph (11);

(2) by striking out the period at the end of
paragraph (12) and inserting in lieu thereof
“; and”; and

{3) by adding after paragraph (12) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

““(13) service as an enrollee or crew leader
only if the enrollee or crew leader in the
American Conservation Corps later becomes
subject to this subchapter.”.

USE OF VOLUNTEERS

Sec. 7. (a) Where any program agency has
authority to use volunteer services in carry-
ing out functions of the agency, such agency
may use volunteer services for purposes of
assisting projects related to conservation
centers established under this Act and may
expend funds made available for those pur-
poses to the agency, including funds made
available under this Act, to provide for serv-
ices or costs incidental to the utilization of
such volunteers, including transportation,
supplies, lodging, subsistence, recruiting,
training, and supervision.

(bX1) The Secretary may recruit, without
regard to the civil service classification laws,
rules or regulations, the services of individ-
uals contributed without compensation as
volunteers for aiding or in facilitating the
activities administered by the Secretary
through the Bureau of Land Management.
t.a(rz) In accepting such services, the Secre-

y—

(A) shall not permit the use of volunteers
in hazardous duty or law enforcement work,
or in policymaking processes or to displace
any employee, and

(B) may provide for services or costs inci-
dental to the utilization of volunteers, in-
cluding transportation, supplies, lodging,
subsistence, recruiting, training, and super-
vision.

(3) Volunteers under this subsection shall
not be deemed employees of the United
States except for the purposes of the tort
claims provisions of title 28, United States
Code, and subchapter I of chapter 81 of title
5, United States Code, relating to compensa-
tion for work injuries.

SPECIAL RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE SECRETARY

Sec. 8. (a) Pay.—The Secretary shall es-
tablish standards for—

(1) rates of pay for enrollees which shall
be not less than the wage required by sec-
tion 6(a)(1) of the Fair Labor Standards Act
of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 206(a)(1));

(2) rates of pay for crew leaders which
shall be at a wage comparable to the com-
Degsat!on in effect for grades GS-3 to GS-T;
an

(3) reasonable hours and conditions of em-
ployment.

(b) CoorpINATION.—The Secretary and the
chief administrators of other program agen-
cies carrying out programs under this Act
shall coordinate the programs with related
Federal, State, local, and private activities.

(e) MiLITARY EXEMPTION STUDY.—The Sec-
retary, in consultation with the Secretary of
Defense, shall conduct a study to determine
the feasibility and desirability of allowing
enrollees who have completed a two-year
enrollment in the program to be exempt

“and” at the end of
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from training and service under the Military
Selective Service Act (50 U.S.C. App. 456). A
report containing the results of the study
shall be submitted to Congress not later
than one year after the enactment of this
Act.

EDUCATION, GUIDANCE, AND PLACEMENT

Sec. 9. (a) AcapEmic CREDIT.—Whenever
possible, the Secretary shall make arrange-
ments for the award of academic credit by
educational institutions and agencies to en-
rollees for competencies developed from
work experience under this Act.

(b) StupYy.—Program agencies may pro-
vide training and educational materials and
services for enrollees and may enter into ar-
rangements with academic institutions for
academic study by enrollees during non-
working hours to upgrade literacy skills,
obtain equivalency diplomas or college de-
grees, or enhance employable skills. When-
ever possible, an enrollee seeking study or
training not provided at his or her conserva-
tion center shall be offered assignment to a
conservation center providing such study or
training.

(¢) CeErTIFICATION.—The program agencies
shall provide certification of the training
skills acquired by enrollees who had partici-
pated in the program.

(d) GUIDANCE AND PLACEMENT.—The pro-
gram agency shall provide such job guid-
ance and placement information and assist-
ance for enrollees as may be necessary.
Such assistance shall be provided in coordi-
nation with appropriate State, local, and
private agencies and organizations.

EVALUATION AND PILOT PROJECTS

Sec. 10. (a) RESEARCH AND EVALUATION.—
The Secretary shall provide for research
and evaluation to—

(1) determine costs and benefits, tangible
and otherwise, of work performed under
this Act and of training and employable
skills and other benefits gained by enrollees,

and

(2) identify options for improving program
productivity and youth benefits, including
improved alternatives for: organization, sub-
jects, sponsorship, and funding of work
projects; recruitment and personnel policies;
siting and functions of conservation centers;
work and training regimes for youth of vari-
ous origins and needs; and cooperative ar-
rangements with programs, persons and in-
stitutions not covered under this Act.

(b) DEMONSTRATIONS.—The Secretary may
authorize pilot or experimental projects to
demonstrate or test new or alternative ar-
rangements or subjects of work and training
for programs under this Act, which may in-
clude alternatives identified under subsec-
tion (aX2).

ANNUAL REPORT

Sec. 11. The Secretary shall prepare and
submit to the President and to the Congress
at least once each year a report detailing
the activities carried out under this Act.
Such report shall be submitted not later
than December 31 of each year following
the date of enactment of this Act. The
report shall describe (1) conservation work
procedures, accomplishments and benefits;
(2) the extent to which youth who are eco-
nomically, socially, physically or education-
ally disadvantaged have been enrolled in
and benefited by the program; (3) other
youth benefits; and (4) problems and oppor-
tunities encountered in carrying out the Act
which require attention. The Secretary
shall include in such report such recommen-
dations as he considers appropriate.
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LABOR MARKET INFORMATION

Sec.. 12. The Secretary of Labor shall
make available to the Secretary and to any
program agency under this Act such labor
market information as is appropriate for use
in carrying out the purposes of this Act.

EMPLOYEE APPEAL RIGHTS

Sec. 13. In the case of—

(1) the displacement of a Federal employ-
ee (including any partial displacement
through reduction of nonovertime hours,
wages or employment benefits), or the fail-
ure to reemploy an employee in a layoff
status, contrary to a certification under sec-
tion 5(d)2) (A) or (B) of this Act, or

(2) the displacement of a Federal employ-
ee by reason of the use of one or more vol-
unteers under section T(b)X2)A) of this Aect,
such employee is entitled to appeal such
action to the Merit Systems Protection
Board under section 7701 of title 5, United
States Code.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule a second is not required
on this motion.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. SEI-
BERLING) will be recognized for 20 min-
utes, and the gentleman from Alaska
(Mr. Younc) will be recognized for 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. SEIBERLING).

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, this bill does not in-
volve a tremendous sum of money by
the standards that prevail these days,
but it is a very important bill in my
opinion.

1 am very pleased and proud to bring
to the floor the American Conserva-
tion Corps Act of 1982.

The concept behind this bill is not
new. Indeed, it is tried and true. It had
its genesis 50 years ago when Congress
established the Civilian Conservation
Corps in the 1930's.

As with the old CCC, the more
recent youth conservation programs of
the 1970's, this legislation has two
basic goals: To help provide jobs for
our Nation’s young people and to help
conserve our lands and community re-
sources.

Indeed, H.R. 4861 builds on our les-
sons from the past to provide a con-
solidated program that will meet these
needs in the 1980's.

Before describing the bill itself, I
would like to note that we would not
be considering it today were it not for
a tremendous amount of work by
many Members of this House includ-
ing three House committees, and an
unusual coalition of organizations that
have come together to support this
legislation. I might say the coalition in
the House is a bipartisan coalition.

H.R. 4861 was an outgrowth of over-
sight hearings held last year by the In-
terior Committee’s Subcommittee on
Public Lands and National Parks
which I chair and by the Government
Operations Subcommittee on Environ-
ment, Energy and Natural Resources
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chaired by Mr. Toey MofFFeTT. The bill
which Mr. MorreTT and I originally in-
troduced with Mr. CoNTE, Mr. ROYBAL,
Mr. BEREUTER is now cosponsored by
over 100 Members of this House. A
companion bill, S. 2061, has been in-
troduced in the Senate by Senators
MoyNIrHAN and MATHIAS.

I would like to take this occasion to
thank my fellow sponsors and cospon-
sors and commend them for their in-
valuable advice and support on this
legislation.

H.R. 4861 was jointly referred to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs chaired by our colleague, Mr.
UpaLL, and the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor chaired by our col-
league, Mr. PERKINS.

Both committees favorably reported
it to the House with amendments. I
command Mr. PErxINS and his com-
mittee for the improvements they
made to the Interior Committee's ver-
sion of the bill.

0 1315

I commend the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. PErRgINs) and his com-
mittee ‘for the improvements they
made to the Interior Committee’s ver-
sion of the bill. Their version of our
bill is in fact the vehicle we are consid-
ering today.

The bill would establish an Ameri-
can Conservation Corps administered
by the Secretary of the Interior with
the cooperation of the Secretary of
Agriculture, along with the Secretary
of Labor, I might add. The program
would be funded by using certain Fed-
eral revenues generated from various
leasing and permitting activities—off-
shore oil and gas leasing, timber cut-
ting, franchise and other fees.

The authorization for appropria-
tions would be limited to $50 million in
fiscal year 1983 and $250 million annu-
ally thereafter through fiscal year
1989, with percentage increases al-
lowed each year based on increases in
the Consumer Price Index. Of the
total annual appropriations, 35 per-
cent would be distributed to the
States, 25 each to the Departments of
Interior and Agriculture, 5 percent to
participating Indian tribes, and 10 per-
cent to other Feederal agencies and for
special projects. States would be re-
quired to provide 15 percent matching
funds and a mechanism—including at
least 10 percent of these State’s fund-
ing share—for local government par-
ticipation.

Conservation projects would include
conservation of forests, fish and wild-
life, rangelands and soils; revitaliza-
tion of urban areas and preservation
of historic sites; maintenance of recre-
ational areas; energy conservation and
production of renewable resources.
Work on private lands would be per-
mitted providing they are fully docu-
mented as to the public benefit and re-
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imbursement for any nonpublic bene-
fits.

The program would have both a
year-round and a summer component.
Enrollees must be unemployed and be-
tween the ages of 16 and 25 for the
year-round program and between 15
and 21 for the summer program. Spe-
cial consideration in the recruitment
and selection of enrollees would be
given to disadvantaged youth who live
in areas of substantial unemployment.
Opportunities for training and aca-
demic study would be provided and
certification granted for skills ac-
quired by enrollees.

I would also like to bring out the
fact that in our committee’'s hearings
we had very strong testimony, which
the committee agreed with, that this
must not be limited to only disadvan-
taged and only minority youth, that
we want a cross section of our popula-
tion, but with special consideration
being given to disadvantaged and mi-
nority youth.

The bill also clarifies the Federal
employee status of the enrollees and
crew leaders. Volunteers may be used
to supplement the program. No fund-
ing would be provided if any projects
would result in the misplacement of
existing employees or impair existing
contracts for services.

The Secretary of the Interior would
provide for research and evaluation of
the program and would submit a
report to the President and to the
Congress on the activities of the pro-
gram not later than December 31 of
each year.

These are some of the highlights of
the legislation. I will let my colleagues
from the Committee on Education and
Labor note the improvements they
have made in the bill, which I heartily
support.

Before concluding, however, I do
want to emphasize that this bill, while
relatively modest in terms of funding,
offers much needed help not only to
our Nation’s unemployed youth but
also to the productivity of our Na-
tion’s lands and resources.

Youth unemployment today is run-
ning at the level of 23 percent and mi-
nority youth unemployment at the
level of almost 50 percent. One of the
obligations of the Congress, through
our political institutions, is to assure
all of the elements of our society that
they are being given the kind of con-
sideration that recognizes that they
have an important role to play, and I
suggest again that this bill, while
modest, does address itself to that con-
cern and to their needs. Likewise it ad-
dresses itself to another serious na-
tional problem, the deterioration of
our lands and particularly publicly
owned lands and other resources in-
creasingly affected, such as Federal,
State, and local parks, wildlife refuges,
forests, water resources, historic sites,
and community facilities.
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As I mentioned earlier, HR. 4861
was the outgrowth of oversight hear-
ings held by the Committee on Interi-
or and Insular Affairs and the Com-
mittee on Government Operations in
1981 concerning two youth conserva-
tion work programs which were sched-
uled for termination by the adminis-
tration—the Youth Conservation
Corps, a summer program, and the
Young Adult Conservation Corps, a
year-round program. Both programs
had proven to be cost effective in pro-
viding needed conservation work as
well as training and jobs for unem-
ployed youth. The YCC, we found in
our hearings, returned $1.04 in work
value for every dollar expended, and
the YACC returned $1.20 in work
value for every dollar expended.

Mr. Speaker, I am inserting at the
end of my remarks a partial list of or-
ganizations that have strongly sup-
ported the bill. This is a broad-based
coalition and represents the wide
range of interests in land and resource
conservation, historic preservation,
community development, minority
concerns, and youth employment.

I would just like to read a few of the
names of the organizations so we can
see what a wide range it covers:

The AFL-CIO; the American Forest-
ry Association; the Lzaak Walton
League of America; the National Asso-
ciation of CCC Alumni; the National
Association of Conservation Districts;
the National Audubon Society; the Na-
tional Congress of American Indians;
the National Parks and Conservation
Association; the National Recreation
and Park Association; the National
Urban League; the Sierra Club; the
Wilderness Society; and the U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors, just to name a few.

I also would like to thank in particu-
lar Mr. Sydney Howe of the Human
Environment Center, Mr. Rex Resler
of the American Forestry Association,
and Mr. William Haskins of the Na-
tional Urban League for their out-
standing leadership on behalf of the
legislation.

Also I would like to thank some of
the staff members who have worked so
hard on this: Loretta Neumann, Dora
Miller, and Clay Peters from the Inte-
rior Committee; Lester Brown from
the Government Operations Commit-
tee; and Clark Rechtin from the Edu-
cation and Labor Committee.

Mr. Speaker, I am including with my
remarks the list of the organizations
that support this legislation, as fol-
lows:

AFL-CIO.

American Forestry Association.

Center for Community Change.

Children’s Foundation.

Environmental Action.

Environmental Defense Fund.

Environmental Policy Center.

Friends of the Earth.

Human Environment Center.

Izaak Walton League of America.
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Mexican American Legal Defense & Edu-
cation Fund.

National Association of CCC Alumni.

National Association of Conservation Dis-
tricts,

National Association of State Conserva-
tion Corps Program Agents.

National Audubon Society.

National Congress of American Indians.

National Council of La Raza.

National Parks & Conservation Associa-
tion.

National Recreation & Park Association.

National Trust for Historie Preservation.

National Urban Coalition.

National Urban League.

National Youth Work Alliance.

Native American Rights Fund.

Natural Resources Defense Couneil.

Northeast Utilities.

Preservation Action.

Sierra Club.

The Wilderness Society.

Trust for Public Land.

U.S. Conference of Mayors.

Urban Environment Conference.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
1 yield 6 minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. ERLENBORN).

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in opposition to the bill before us,
H.R. 4861, the American Conservation
Corps Act. This opposition does not
stem from disagreement with the basic
intention of the bill. Rather it stems
from the fact that during a period
when the Congress must weigh care-
fully its funding priorities, we do not
need to be considering a bill that seeks
to reauthorize two programs that are
soon to be terminated. H.R. 4861 is an
attempt to start up a new program
that is a warmed over version of the
Youth Conservation Corps (YCC) and
the Young Adult Conservation Corps
(YACC) programs.

These programs suffered from sever-
al problems in both design and imple-
mentation. First, there were the prob-
lems of overlapping and conflicting
bureaucratic responsibility and au-
thority. Second, these were expensive
programs given the number of persons
served; few enrollees were placed in
jobs compared with other youth em-
ployment and training programs; and
these programs were not designed to
meet the needs of the most disadvan-
taged population. Although some of
these concerns may be addressed in
H.R. 4861, I do not believe that they
have been resolved satisfactorily.

The two major Federal Departments
that would have authority over these
programs testified against this bill
before the House Subcommittee on
Public Lands and National Parks on
December 8, 1981. This opposition was
based on the following reasons: The
termination of similar programs, that
is, YACC and YCC; the conservation
work accomplished would be low prior-
ity; the program is not targeted to the
most disadvantaged, and if it were, it
would then duplicate other programs
that serve disadvantaged youth; the
funding for this program is from ear-
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marked receipts which removes the
program from normal competition for
Federal dollars, giving it a priority not
necessarily consistent with overall
spending priorities and requiring a
downward adjustment in spending
somewhere else in the budget, perhaps
from other higher priority programs;
and the location of Federal land in-
creases the likelihood that the enroll-
ees in this program will be drawn dis-
proportionately from States which
comprise a small percentage of the
U.S. population and that have low
overall unemployment rates.

YCC and YACC are being eliminated
because they could not compete ade-
quately on the basis of their own
merits for scarce Federal resources.
Should the Congress perpetuate such
programs? The budget restraint neces-
sary for economic recovery commands
close examination of priorities and re-
quires different decisions.

Additionally, if the past record con-
cerning cost and targeting of similar
programs is examined and compared
with - other youth employment and
training programs, even further doubt
is raised regarding the reasons to sup-
port H.R. 4861. For example, the cu-
mulated value of work done since 1971
through 1980 under the Youth Con-
servation Corps is $283 million, over
$15 million less than was appropriated
for the program through 1980. There
was not even a dollar for dollar return
in cost for this program over a 10-year
period.

Also consider that for the years 1971
through 1981, the Youth Conservation
Corps spent $32 million to serve ap-
proximately 210,000 youth. For the
years 1977 through 1981, the Young
Adult Conservation Corps spent $888.5
million to serve approximately 260,400
youth. For fiscal year 1981, under the
YACC it was estimated that the cost
per participant was $11,000. In the reg-
ular youth training programs under
CETA, title IV-A, the average cost per
participant for the same fiscal year
was $1,567; for summer youth pro-
grams it was $843; and for Job Corps,
using the cost per service year of
$14,185, the average cost per partici-
pant was around $7,100.

The YCC and YACC programs were
labor intensive. Little emphasis was
given to providing related education
and few statistics were maintained re-
garding placement of the participants
after termination from the programs.
Each of the other youth employment
and training requires a related educa-
tion or training component so that the
social gains for participant are not just
the short-term employment provided
but the long-term benefits of addition-
al education and employability skills.
The positive termination rate (that is,
return to school, enter military or
enter employment) for fiscal year 1981
under the title IV-A youth programs
was T8.9 percent; under the summer

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

youth program, 91.5 percent; and
under Job Corps, 89 percent. Each rate
being higher than that for YCC or
YACC.

Although H.R. 4861 gives perference
to serving disadvantaged youth from
areas of high unemployment, no tar-
geting is required. In 1980, 54 percent
of the enrollees under the YCC pro-
gram were from families with annual
income of $15,000 or less. Under the
other youth training programs I have
mentioned previously, all the partici-
pants are economically disadvantaged
as required by law. Again, even so,
their cost per participant and positive
termination rates are better.

The House will have an opportunity
to address the serious issue of youth
unemployment problems when it con-
siders H.R. 5320, the Job Training
Partnership Act. That bill provides a
coordinated training and involves sig-
nificant private sector participation.
We are not ignoring the youth unem-
ployment problem by opposing H.R.
4861. Instead we are calling a halt to
duplicative programs, reducing the
burden of the Federal deficit, and
giving consideration to program fund-
ing so that those programs which suc-
cessfully meet the training needs of
our disadvantaged youth are not
drained of needed resources.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
1 yield 7 minutes to the gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER).

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
with great pleasure in support of H.R.
4861, the American Conservation
Corps Act of 1982, a bill on which I am
an original cosponsor.

Today the legislation has a biparti-
san group of 101 cosponsors.

Almost 50 years ago the Congress
sought to cope with the ravages of the
depression era unemployment by en-
acting the Emergency Conservation
Act of 1933 which established the Ci-
vilian Conservation Corps. A bold
stroke in a time of despair, the CCC
furnished employment and valued
self-esteem for some 3 million unmar-
ried males during the 9% years of its
existence. At the same time the
Nation reaped invaluable natural ben-
efits.

In its heyday, the CCC camps locat-
ed throughout the 48 States and sever-
al territories numbered upward of
1,740, with almost 360,000 enrollees at
work to protect and enhance the soil,
trees, and streams of our Nation.

More than 4,000 fire observation
towers were constructed as a result of
the CCC program. Furthermore, Con-
servation Corps participants planted
more than 3 billion trees and laid
85,000 miles of telephone lines. They
constructed over 150,000 miles of trails
and roads and built approximately
45,000 bridges and buildings.

Today, by casting a vote in favor of
H.R. 4861, the Members of this body
can also make a wise investment in the
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youth and the natural resources of our
country, in admittedly a different way,
but just as our predecessors in 1933
did when they approved the formation
of the CCC.

The need today is great, as it was in
1933. Most recent statistics released by
the Department of Labor on unem-
ployment are shocking. Tragically, the
burden of joblessness falls most heavi-
ly on the youth. Although up to 9%
percent of the total labor force pres-
ently may have no job, 23.1 percent of
the teens are without work. Each
Member of this body should be horri-
fied to learn that 49.8 percent of the
black youth of this Nation are unem-
ployed. Many, if not most, have lost
hope for employment.
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For a modest appropriation, we can
begin to provide gainful employment,
work experience, and some measure of
self-esteem again to thousands of dis-
advantaged youth. At the same time,
vital restoration and conservation
work on the public lands can move for-
ward. Roads and trail maintenance
work, reclamation of strip mined
lands, recreational area development,
these are just some of the projects
which have tapped the energy and
talent of these young Americans.

I would advise my colleagues that
over the last 3 to 4 years I have visited
with a variety of employees and man-
agers of the U.S. Forest Service and
the National Park Service about their
experience with the Youth Conserva-
tion Corps and the Young Adult Con-
servation Corps. Some of them admit-
ted they had reservations about these
two programs at their inception.

Consistently, however, these people
told me that any doubts they had were
proven to be unfounded, for the re-
sults have been very beneficial for
those forest areas and for those na-
tional park units.

More importantly, they were im-
pressed by the benefits accruing to the
individual young people involved. The
youth and the young adults involved
made very important contributions to
our parks and forests and they experi-
enced great personal growth and an
enlightened attitude as a result of
these working and learning experi-
ences.

I would say, unequivoecally, that it is
a mistake to phaseout the YACC and
the YCC today. Partly I think the
problems which have been pointed
out—and some of them may be valid—
spring from a problem in this Con-
gress itself. The jurisdiction on over-
sight for these programs has been split
between committees in the House, and
perhaps in the other body as well. I
think with an earlier and a more con-
certed variety of oversight activity on
the part of this Congress, some of
those problem areas would have been
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corrected without damage to these
vital youth employment-education
programs. To suggest that these kinds
of activities have low priorities, as far
as the work accomplished, is just abso-
lutely inconsistent with the facts. If it
had not been for the work of these
young adults and the youth involved
in these conservation programs, our
parks and many of our national forests
would be in desperate condition. If we
terminate these projects, the National
Park Service employees can tell you
that people involved with resource
management, law enforcement, and a
wide variety of service activities will
not be pursuing those ends responsibly
as they should; they will be doing the
kind of labor intensive work that these
youth and young adults have accom-
plished. Trails will not be maintained,
repairs will not be made, and so forth.

I think in suggesting that these
youth employment programs are inap-
propriate and fail to meet employment
training objectives is to suggest only
that the criteria on which they are
judged are inappropriate. These pro-
grams are both educational in nature
and they are aimed at accomplishing
necessary work. You cannot suggest
that they have not met their goals in
providing adequate product for the
work expended and ignore the fact
that they also produce great educa-
tional training benefits—exactly what
they are aimed at accomplishing. The
arguments advanced against this bill
and the YACC and YCC are specious
and illogical.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BEREUTER. I am pleased to
yield to the distinguished gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to commend the gentleman
for the leadership that he has shown
in this legislation.

I would also like to just add one
comment. Congressman RALPH REGULA
and I had a hearing in Akron, Ohio, on
this legislation last year, and one of
the most moving parts of it was the
testimony of the young people as to
how much it had meant to them to
work in the YCC and the YACC. And
even more moving was the testimony
of former CCC workers, one of whom
was a man of my age, who said that he
was headed for the penitentiary if he
did not happen to change his course.
And what happened was the CCC, and
it changed his whole life.

I suggested that that is the kind of
thing that can do similar work for
young people today, and I commend
the gentleman again for his statement.

Mr. BEREUTER. I thank the gentle-
man for his comments. They were cer-
tainly right on target. I had the same
experience in visiting with members of
the CCC. In walking through portions
of any of our major national parks,
like Rocky Mountain National Park in
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Colorado, it is very obvious that many
of the activities and projects of those
CCC people are still in place and they
are being used and enjoyed by the
American people.

As Congressmen, we are stewards of
our Nation's children and our land. In
our desire to pinch pennies, we must
not choke off our Nation’s future by
demoralizing our young people by
locking them out of any chance of fi-
nancial independence and gainful em-
ployment. Nor must we choke off our
future by allowing our precious natu-
ral resources to erode or to deteriorate
through misuse, abuse, or neglect.

The need is great. A partial solution
is at hand. Please join the 101 cospon-
sors of this legislation in supporting it.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
yvield 5 minutes to our distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. MOFFETT).

Mr. MOFFETT. Mr. Speaker, I do
not know what program the gentle-
man from Illinois was talking about
when he rose to oppose this bill. But
as one whose subcommittee held hear-
ings on the Youth Conservation Corps
and the Young Adult Conservation
Corps, I would point out that we
found it to be an enormously success-
ful program. If the B-1 bomber had to
undergo the scrutiny that this pro-
gram has undergone, it would have
been left a long time ago. If the Clinch
River Breeder Reactor ever had to get
under the magnifying glass the way
this program has, it certainly would
not be funded this year.

I think it is important to point out
the real-life implications of this pro-
gram. One-hundred thousand young
people, or roughly that many, will be
employed, just as they were in the pro-
grams that Secretary Watt and Presi-
dent Reagan decided to ditch last year.

When I held a hearing in Central
Park, outdoors, to talk about the
impact of this proposal and about the
impact of Secretary Watt's desire to
get rid of the two very successful
youth employment programs, we had
panel after panel of young persons,
mostly black and Hispanic, with their
hard hats on, testify about what it
meant to them. Our hearing record is
evidence of that. There are very
moving stories about these young
people, certainly from disadvantaged
backgrounds. Over 50 percent of the
young people_in the program national-
ly come from families of under $15,000
a year, and over one-third came from
families of under $10,000 a year.

When they testified, they said,
‘““Well, Mr. Chairman, I was out on the
streets,” or “I was unemployed and I
heard about this job,” and all of these
young people from the neighborhood
lined up to try to get 10 jobs, 15 jobs.
There were hundreds of them that
lined up. It was moving testimony. It
was inspiring. It was dramatic, emo-
tional testimony.
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Then Secretary Watt's deputy came
to the witness table, and I said, “Mr.
Hites, you have listened for hours to
these young people tell their story.
You have heard them tell about their
experiences. Now what is going to
happen to these young people when
they are fired by Secretary Watt and
President Reagan October 1?”

He said, “Well, Mr. Chairman, under
the Reagan program of economic re-
covery, these young people will be
picked right up by the private sector.”

I asked him if he would like to turn
around and face the young people who
were still there in the audience and
tell them that the private sector would
pick them up.

We know the private sector, even in
the best of economic times, is not
going to pick up the most disadvan-
taged youngsters. It has not in the
past; it will will not in the future,
unless there are some dramatic
changes made. In the meantime, what
we are doing on a bipartisan basis here
is to say, “Let us at least provide a
token step in the right direction. Let
us at least say that this body recog-
nizes that there is a problem out there
to the tune of over 20 percent youth
unemployment, probably much
higher, and probably 50 percent mi-
nority unemployment.”

For those Members who would think
of voting against this measure, I
wonder what their alternative is. Do
they want to look into the eyes of
those young people and say, “Well,
under the Reagan program, or under
any program, the private sector will
pick you up.”

We have a broad and vast coalition
in support of this bill. We are proud to
have bipartisan support.

I would say that the gentleman from
Nebraska made an excellent statement
that there have been rather intense
serutinies of this program by I think
two or three subcommittees. We think
it works. It is not going to have any
negative budget impact. And even if
we did fund it out of the budget,
which we are not planning on doing,
every indication shows that it brings
back more money than you pay out in
terms of the work in these parks.

In the gentleman from Illinois’ own
State, $17 million in appraised value of
conservation work was accomplished
under these programs that he criti-
cized, including the planting of 482,000
trees, construction of 350 miles of
trails, 270 recreational structures,
85,000 hours of flood control work, in
a State prone to flooding problems. Of
the 3,300 enrollees employed in Illi-
nois, 54 percent were high school drop-
outs.

This approach works. We urge your
support for it. I hope that this body
will support this with an overwhelm-
ing vote to let there be no mistake
that we are not unaware that there is
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a terrible waste of both human and
natural resources going out, and we
want to do just a little something, at
least, to address that problem.

I would like to thank the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. SeiBerLING) for his
leadership, and the Members on the
other side of the aisle who are joining
with us.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Montana (Mr. WILLIAMS):

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. I thank
my chairman for yielding, and I com-
mend him on this legislation. We are
about to have one-fourth of the Amer-
ican youth in this country out of work,
and this bill is just on time. Addition-
ally, it continues the great tradition of
conservation in America. We must
maintain our great national parks and
recreational areas. We must do more
to farm our forests, preserve our soils
and protect our waters. This bill not
only provides jobs to American youth,
but it does it in a way that they may
assist in the continuation of the grand
and vital effort of conservation of our
natural resources.

This legislation has been reported by
both the Education and Labor Com-
mittee and the Interior Committee. I
am a member of both, and both com-
mittees have done a good job of round-
ing out the bill. In Education and
Labor, however, we did begin to deal
with how best to avoid displacing ex-
isting workers, but our concerns were
not fully resolved. To start, the bill
protects all workers from being dis-
placed by the enrollees in this pro-
gram. This is the “maintenance of
effort” concept that is almost stand-
ard in job and job training legislation.
However, it is important to have pro-
cedures set out for settling disputes on
violations. We did this for Federal em-
ployees in the Education Committee,
but we must also develop some refined
language to provide a procedure to
protect workers in the private sector,
who have jobs under contracts with
the Government.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Yes; we will want
to be certain that such protection is
provided.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. Of
course, if displacement is prohibited
by the bill, as it is, it follows that a
procedure will be developed for resolv-
ing complaints arising out of a viola-
tion. We have found through first-
hand experience, however, that it
helps to define that procedure. We
had a problem in Montana with the
YACC program, which is administered
by the Departments of the Interior,
Agriculture, and Labor. The agencies
insisted that maintenance of effort
violations for YACC were to be settled
by the Interior Department even
though that agency has limited mech-
anisms and experience in settling
labor disputes. I believe the law in-
tended for such disputes to be handled
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by the Labor Department, but this
intent was not specifically spelled out,
and that is how our problem arose.

Mr. SEIBERLING. We have a good
opportunity, then, in this bill, to make
sure we do not repeat that mistake.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. Pre-
cisely. I hope we will be able to be ab-
solutely specific about our procedures,
because with YACC the Department
of the Interior wrote the procedures as
the complaint developed, and the com-
plainants felt strongly that they were
getting the runaround.

Mr. SEIBERLING. I can see why. I
have spoken to Senator MOYNIHAN,
the Senate sponsor of the bill, about
your concerns, and he has agreed to
handle them in his bill. I know that
you have some very specific items you
want covered, so I have asked Senator
MoyYNIHAN to write to you with his as-
surances that your specific recommen-
dations will be included.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Vermont (Mr. JEFFORDS).

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of H.R. 4861.

The American Conservation Corps
Act of 1982, creates a program to carry
out conservation and rehabilitation
projects with an emphasis on hiring
disadvantaged youth. Projects can be
implemented in both urban and rural
areas. It is expected that Federal reve-
nues generated from various leasing
and permitting activities would be
used to fund the program. Additional-
ly, a sustained portion of the program
funding goes to States for State-based
programs.

This bill combines concepts from the
Young Adult Conservation Corps and
the Youth Conservation Corps, both
scheduled to be terminated in fiscal
year 1982. I recognize that there were
concerns regarding both programs, but
I believe that this bill remedies many
of those problems.

There is a considerable backlog of
needed conservation work in this coun-
try. With reductions in agency budgets
and personnel directly responsible for
conservation efforts, the approach of-
fered in this bill needs to be support-
ed. Other programs that might pro-
vide similar types of services, such as
the Job Corps and title V of the Older
Americans Act, have also experienced
reduced budgets. We need some means
by which the deteriorated condition of
our public lands and communities can
be maintained and improved.

The situation I have expressed most
concern about though, is our Nation's
youth unemployment problem. Unem-
ployment among youth, especially mi-
norities, continues to grow dramatical-
ly. Even though previous youth con-
servation work programs suffered
from lack of coordination, lack of di-
rection and did not clearly focus on
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conservation, they returned more than
$1 in assessed value for each dollar in-
vested. This bill attempts to better
target the program to disadvantaged
youth and to those who live in areas of
high unemployment. It provides youth
with meaningful work, teaches trans-
ferable skills and benefits more than
just the youth involved. Not only can
we conserve and improve the Nation’s
national and cultural resources, but we
will make a major investment in the
future of our youth.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. CONTE).

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this legislation which was
introduced late last year by the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. SEIBERLING). As
an original cosponsor of this measure,
I have great faith in the results we can
reap through a conservation, rehabili-
tation, and maintenance program to
improve our Nation's resources using
the abilities of our young people.

I have long been a supporter of this
type of program, having fought to
retain funds for the Young Adult Con-
servation Corps last year following a
rescission proposal by the administra-
tion. This bill, I think, makes definite
concept improvements for this type of
program in that it merges the ideals
embodied in the Youth Conservation
Corps and the Young Adult Conserva-
tion Corps.

At a time when our youth unemploy-
ment rates are excessively high, par-
ticularly among disadvantaged youth,
and a time when we are trying to ac-
complish such goals as more sophisti-
cated soil conservation methods and
better long-term forest yields, we need
this program. We face increased
demand on our public lands, both for
recreation purposes and resource pro-
duction. These resources will deterio-
rate in the absence of a continued re-
habilitation and maintenance pro-
gram.

We do not need to talk much on
youth unemployment except to say
that it is far too high. Time and again
we have raised that issue in debates
here on the House floor, most recently
in the budget resolution debate. A pro-
gram such as the one put forth in this
bill will go a long way in helping to re-
lieve the high unemployment rate
among young people, and at the same
time, give them a stake in preserving
valuable resources for their futures.

On the subject of unemployment, I
would just like to say that we are all
aware of the problems of the structur-
ally unemployed. This bill could very
well have a positive side benefit in
that it might steer some of the partici-
pants into a career interest area they
never before considered, and give
them the skills necessary to pursue
such a career.
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I urge the House to pass this bill,
and give our youth the chance to pre-
serve an important part of their
Nation—natural resources—through a
worthwhile program.

I remember very vividly the old CCC
camps, Mr. Speaker. I remember, as a
young boy, when we went through the
depression and my father lost his job
at the General Electric Co., there were
no government handouts, as there are
now. I used’'to go up in the mountains
to pick blueberries and blackberries
and sell them house to house. We used
to get about 10 cents a quart for the
blueberries we picked. And one day as
I was picking berries I saw the CCC
camps in action. One of the CCC mem-
bers I met at their camp befriended
me. When he learned that I was of
Italian extraction he said,

You know, if you can get a quart of wine
that your father makes, I'll give you a base-
ball glove.

1 delivered the homemade wine and
wound up with my first baseball glove.

The lasting good that the CCC
camps have made in this country are
truly immeasurable—the biking trails,
the foot trails, the picnic areas, the
clearing out of the dead timber in the
forests. I go there today, I bring my
grandchildren, and these monuments
still remain. It is a dollar well spent. I
have been one of the greatest support-
ers on the Appropriations Committee.
I tried to save the Young Adult Con-
servation Corps. Unfortunately, it
went out the window.

1 appreciate everything my good
friend from Illinois said. The Young
Adult Conservation Corps was expen-
sive. But I do not believe we have to go
in such an expensive program. I talked
with Lec Agrassini of the Labor De-
partment, I said,

Look at the old CCC camps, and let us do
something patterned on those. Bring in old
quonset huts that are surplus, from the
Army, the Navy and the Air Force, bring
those quonset huts out in the forests.

You could set up trade shops, these
young folks can learn a trade during
their stay in the forest. Can you imag-
ine the change of environment from
the crowded, crime-infested city
streets, to our pristine forest, let me
read a poem I found.

A buck a day is all we're paid,
And yet this morning in a glade
I saw a deer—a pretty thing.
Before I started working here
I never saw a deer.
Oh, I may have seen a few
Hoping and moping in a zoo.

Another thing I never knew
Is what the smell of pines can do
To make you find
The real resources of your mind.
You know, it may seem odd,
But I think we're getting extra pay from
God.
(Said to be written by a boy in the C.C.
Corps to his mother.)
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Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
AuCoIN).

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 4861, the Amer-
ican Conservation Corps Act.

In 1974, when I first ran for a seat in
the House, I campaigned vigorously in
favor of a CCC-type program. The
Young Adult Conservation Corps and
the Youth Conservation Corps were
enacted during my second term. The
bill before us today, like the YCC and
the YACC, enjoys strong bipartisan
support.

Mr. Speaker, we need to pass this
bill. This program will enhance our
natural resources by supplying the
young men and women needed to ac-
complish critical work on our public
lands., From Forest Service camp-
grounds to fish and wildlife refuges,
there is much to be done—and this
type of program is the most efficient
way to do it. Studies of the YACC and
the YCC consistently show that the
Federal Government gets more in
work accomplished than it costs.

The other obvious benefit from this
bill is that it addresses the problem of
youth unemployment. The rate of un-
employment among our young people,
particularly those who are disadvan-
taged, is at an all-time high. Before it
climbs higher, we should send a signal
of hope by passing this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I urge Members to vote
for this bill—it is good for our public
lands and our young people.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
yield the balance of my time, 2 min-
utes, to the gentleman from Minneso-
ta (Mr. VENTO).

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this bill. I think it
properly focuses on the important
issues of youth unemployment and
protection of our natural resource
base.

One other important aspect of this
legislation I think, is that it provides
this House with the opportunity to
look at where we are today in terms of
dealing with these issues.

First of all, H.R. 4861 ties together
the diverse problems that exist in
maintaining and rehabilitating our
public lands and public resources.
Second, I think very importantly, H.R.
4861 develops an understanding and
expresses a concern for those unem-
ployed young people in our country
showing them that they have a stake
in this country and they have an op-
portunity and a means by which to
direct their efforts and skills so that
they develop a value and an under-
standing of our resources and in doing
so feel that they are a worthwhile part
of what makes this country as great as
it is.

I think that these issues, of course,
with regards to our young people and
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the need to conserve and rehabilitate
our natural resources are important in
any case during good times and bad
times, but I think this legislation gives
us a unique opportunity today to sug-
gest that maybe everything is not cor-
rect in the way the economy is func-
tioning. With a quarter of our young
people unemployed, with almost 15
million people either unemployed or
underemployed, who are so discour-
aged that they do not seek work today,
the question raised, is whether this
Congress as a national body is ready to
recognize the problem, and second, do
something about it?

I think that is the question that is
being asked across this country today
and it is not what went wrong with the
economic programs, was it a mistake
or not, we all know that it is, it is an
economic dud; the question is, wheth-
er this Congress is going to do some-
thing about it? In a modest way this
program is a step that says we are
going to do something about it, Con-
gress indeed does care about the sig-
nificant youth unemployment. We
think we better get back into a com-
monsense program with regard to ad-
dressing the serious youth unemploy-
ment tragedy.

Serving on the Interior and Insular
Affairs Committee has shown me the
definite need that exists to preserve
and protect our public natural re-
source base. This legislation allows us
to carry out this important responsi-
bility in a manner that is cost-effec-
tive. Equally important, H.R. 4861 is
designed to promote the development
of our greatest natural resource—our
young people. The unemployment rate
that exists among our youth, especial-
ly minority and economically disad-
vantaged youth, is a national shame.
At a time when we should be promot-
ing the development of our young
people to become productive members
of our society, the stark figures of
youth unemployment attest to our in-
ability to make use of the minds,
energy, and ambition our young
people possess.

For many months, I and other mem-
bers of the Interior Committee have
received testimony and heard wit-
nesses explain the problems facing our
natural resources due to the backlog
and deferral of necessary conservation
work. With the growing use and de-
mands being made upon our public
lands and national parks, the necessity
of a coordinated conservation program
is of critical importance. Resource
managers at the Federal and State
level within my home State of Minne-
sota, have voiced their concerns about
the pressing demands being made
upon them in trying to cope with the
conservation and rehabilitation needs
that exist. The continued deferral of
conservation work is a policy that is
penny-wise and pound-foolish and
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threatens to destroy the resource
which we seek to protect.

Previous youth conservation pro-
grams proved to be efficient and cost-
effective in helping meet our conserva-
tion and rehabilitation deficiencies.
H.R. 4861 builds upon the proven
track records of these programs in de-
veloping a program that addresses
known resource and social needs. In
this time of fiscal restraint, this legis-
lation offers the opportunity to deliver
services of a greater value than the
cost of the program, while meeting the
problem of youth unemployment head
on. The benefits and opportunities for
individual growth for our youth, af-
forded by H.R. 4861, is a value on
which we cannot place a cost.

I hope that this body will give an
overwhelming vote of confidence to
this bill and in doing so provide us
with an opportunity to offer hope to
the American people, especially our
young people.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. WALKER).

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

There is no doubt, Mr. Speaker, this
bill is well-intended. It addresses a
very real need. Youth unemployment
is a serious problem that needs nation-
al attention; but as usual, Congress
has decided to address a problem by
throwing money at another new pro-
gram. In this case, the amount being
thrown is at least $1% billion, just
based upon the amounts that are in
the bill itself; that is $1% billion of
money that we do not have and as a
result of this bill we will not get to aid
us with our budget deficit problems.
No matter how well-intentioned, the
question is can we afford this program
at this time. The answer is that we
cannot.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Idaho (Mr. CRAIG).

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, there are
oftentimes pieces of legislation that
you cannot enthusiastically stand up
and speak out against. This is certain-
ly one of them, but I do stand in oppo-
sition to this legislation today. I do not
question the need and/or the desire of
the author of the legislation. I am
quite clear after having gone through
the testimony and the hearings, the
markup on this legislation, that his
intent and desire is absolutely sincere
and concerned.

The question comes on funding. The
question comes, where does the money
come from and what current services
and/or programs being provided by
that money do we deprive by rechan-
neling it and dedicating it into the leg-
islation proposed here?

As a Congressman from a Western
State, a public lands State, where the
private property owners of that State
are oftentimes those who must from
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their very limited tax base provide the
services to the public lands of our
Nation so that the general populace
can enjoy it through roads and snow
removal and fire protection and a vari-
ety of other services that are not total-
ly funded or even in part funded, we
have to consider the question, should
we use our money for those purposes
or should we reverse it and dedicate it
for legislation as being proposed here.

H.R. 4861 represents a consolidation
of two previously authorized pro-
grams, the Youth Conservation Corps
(YCC) and the Young Adult Conserva-
tion Corps (YACC). Both programs
terminate, due to funding elimination
at the end of fiscal year 1982. The
funding for these programs was elimi-
nated for several reasons: Higher cost
per participant when compared to
other training programs; the work per-
formed was of low priority; the partici-
pants served were not typically the
most needy; there was no targeting
within the programs; and there was a
poor record of participant placement.

Another reason that I do not sup-
port passage of H.R. 4861 is the fund-
ing question., This would target money
that is generated from Federal lands
and use it to fund the American Con-
servation Union. What is disturbing
here is, that many of these funds are
currently used to reimburse States,
counties, and cities for large tracts of
Federal landholdings. While the local
governments do not receive direct Fed-
eral revenues through taxation, the
Federal government has set up ac-
counts that seek to reimburse the local
governments for money spent to pro-
vide the Federal properties with Gov-
ernment services, sewer, water, elec-
tricity, roads, snow removal, and so
forth.

What H.R. 4861 would do is take
Federal funds out of these accounts
and target them for the American
Conservation Union and at the same
time, this bill would require a match-
ing fund stipulation if a State wants to
participate in the program. Where do
the Western States find the revenue
to participate?

At a time when we are working to
lower the projected deficits facing this
country so we can bring down interest
rates and put America back to work,
H.R. 4861 proposes to spend approxi-
mately $1.55 billion over the next 6
years. We cannot accept or afford as a
nation, to ask the American taxpayer
to pay for programs that will, as expe-
rience has proven, grow into a fiscal
nightmare.

The idea is not new and it does have
merit. But, we cannot implement pro-
grams that will drain our Western
States of revenue that they sorely
need now and in future years.

Until we can wrestle down the defi-
cits that are causing havoc in our fi-
nancial markets, then programs like
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the one proposed in H.R. 4861 should
not be adopted.

Thank you.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
bill now under consideration (H.R.
4861), which would establish an Amer-
ican Conservation Corps.

This bill is modeled after the suc-
cesses of a number of similar popular
predecessor programs, ranging from
the famous Civilian Conservation
Corps (CCC) of Depression days, up
through the very current Youth Con-
servation Corps (YCC) and Young
Adult Conservation Corps (YACC) of
current times. This bill is designed to
take the best features and experiences
of all of these, and to incorporate
them into a new program to continue
on where the latter two programs are
leaving off, as they are currently being
phased out at the end of fiscal year
1982.

Mr. Speaker, our public lands and re-
sources have for decades suffered from
insufficient maintenance attention
due to limited funding and staffing. In
addition, our national economy is cur-
rently in such condition that great
numbers of people are out of work—
apparently at a level unequalled since
the end of the Great Depression. Re-
ports from the Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics indicate that in May 1982, total
unemployment reached 9.5 percent;
youth unemployment reached 23.1
percent; and minority youth unem-
ployment reached 45.5 percent. Mr.
Speaker, this is obviously an extreme-
ly serious matter.

This bill would combine the problem
of inadequate public resources mainte-
nance with that of major unemploy-
ment to the mutual satisfaction of
each other:. The maintenance needs
would be addressed by the unem-
ployed, and both needs would mutual-
1y benefit.

Moreover, past history indicates that
this can be accomplished in a very
cost-effective manner. The enactment
and implementation of this bill will
not solve the unemployment problems
of all of our young people, nor-will it
solve all of our public resource mainte-
nance needs, but it will help. It is at
least a constructive step forward in a
current environment where not much
else that is tangible and proven to be
workable by a good track record is
around to grab hold of.

I am also inspired, Mr. Speaker, by
the less tangible emotional, education-
al, and psychological effects that such
employment can bring to our young
people. This is an age of indelible im-
pressions. It is an age where young
people are being majorly shaped and
influenced in attitudes and thought.
The record is strong and clear, from
participants in the CCC program of
the 1930's to the YCC and YACC pro-
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grams of today, that the life goals,
career pursuits, and shorter range am-
bitions and attitudes of many youth
are greatly influenced by the health-
ful, resource-related working relation-
ships engendered by this type of pro-

gram.

In both the long and the short run,
a program such as this is good for
America. It is an investment in both
her resources and her people. What
could constitute a more worthwhile
objective, particularly at a time like
this.

Mr. Speaker, there are several obser-
vations I would like to share with my
colleagues pertaining to specific fea-
tures of the bill.

I cannot overstress the importance
of section 4(e) that all projects select-
ed are consistent with provisions of
law. This may seem obvious, but more
specifically and practically as a pro-
gression of this provision, all projects
and their conduct should be in full
accord with the various existing poli-
cies, management plans, and other
such documents which guide the pro-
tection, management, and use of the
resources to be subjected to the con-
servation projects.

Section 5(a)(4) provides that ‘“‘special
consideration” is to be given the re-
cruitment and selection of enrollees
who are disadvantaged and residing in
areas of substantial unemployment.
Similarly, section 4(f)(3) provides that
similar ‘“due consideration” be given
the location of conservation centers
based on proximity to disadvantaged
youth and those living in areas of high
unemployment. While this is certainly
an important and most meritorious
feature of this bill, I want to also point
out, as it was a subject of some discus-
sion and quite unanimous agreement
in the Interior Committee, that this
consideration is not to be to the exclu-
sion of youth or locations not so heavi-
ly afflicted with disadvantaged or
heavy unemployment attributes. The
program should have a healthy mix of
youth from many backgrounds, and
certainly with special consideration of
and appropriate emphasis on the ele-
ments of disadvantage and high unem-
ployment locales.

Mr. Speaker, while the bill—section
4(d)—allocates the funding to major
recipients generally by percentages, I
believe it is most important that as
those major recipients suballocate the
funds to subrecipients through time,
that there be some degree of stability
involved and advance planning of ex-
penditure, to the maximum extent
possible. I do recognize the need for
flexibility and adaptability to chang-
ing situations, of course, but I do be-
lieve there needs to be some long
range projection of priorities so all po-
tential beneficiaries will have a fair
idea of what changes to expect
through time, For example, the De-
partment of the Interior will have,
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under the bill’s provisions, 25 percent
of the funds for allocation to various
agencies within that Department. I be-
lieve there should be developed ahead
of time, at least 3-year advance projec-
tions and prioritizations of which
agencies will receive how much for
which projects or geographic project
areas. This will provide better stability
for the program, particularly for staff-
ing and program supervision purposes.
Last minute major changes and fund-
ing diversions are disruptive to pro-
gram efficiency, staffing, and good
morale of personnel.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, section 8(c)
provides for a study as to the feasibili-
ty and desirability of 2 years of service
in the program qualifying an enrollee
for exemption for military training
and service. I want to point out that
such a study should be undertaken on
the premise that if such substitution
might be deemed to be feasible and de-
sirable, it would have to be on the as-
sumption that the American Conserva-
tion Corps program would have to be
adjusted in some manner to make its
enrollment criteria equally open to all
applicants, with no criteria of discrimi-
nation whatever in selection of enroll-
ees. Without so doing, a discriminato-
ry process would indirectly develop as
a criteria for substituting conservation
service for military service, on the
basis of disadvantage and unemploy-
ment attributes, which would be inde-
fensible. Ideally, this study should be
prosecuted in looking at the broader
question of the merits and workability
of the substitutability of such public
conservation service for military serv-
ice, and then developing suitable crite-
ria to make it work. Using the criteria
of enrollee selection embraced by this
bill, as a premise of such study, would
clearly not constitute an acceptable
study approach.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to

support this bill, which has been en-
dorsed by two committees of the
House—Interior and Education and
Labor—and to vote for its adoption.
@ Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 4861, to establish an
American Conservation Corps. I con-
sider this kind of legislation to be es-
pecially vital if we are to make inroads
into correcting one of this Nation’s
most serious and chronic economic
problems: unemployment among
youth.

Specifically, this legislation calls for
the establishment of an American
Conservation Corps with a modest $50
million authorization in fiscal year
1983 for the purpose of putting young
men and women to work on both a
full- and part-time basis. I am especial-
ly supportive of the summer job, part-
time program being targeted to youth
in areas of high unemployment.

One of the criticisms registered in
the past about public service employ-
ment programs was that they were in-
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flationary by nature by virtue of being
nonproductive or, as the phrase was
coined, “make work” jobs. H.R. 4861
not only provides employment oppor-
tunities for youth, it provides mean-
ingful employment opportunities—
meaningful to the employee and to
our Nation. Included among eligible
projects would be those for the conser-
vation of forests, fish, wildlife, revital-
ization of urban areas, and preserva-
tion of historic and cultural sites. I es-
pecially applaud the inclusion of
projects aimed at energy conservation
and production of renewable re-
sources.

It is critical that we develop these
types of programs as a positive re-
sponse to the negative problem of
youth unemployment. This legislation
provides for a rather novel financing
approach. Funds for these jobs would
come from Federal revenues generated
through such activities as oil and gas
leasing and timber sales. This means
the cost to the Federal Treasury is
greatly limited.

As my colleagues are acutely aware,
unemployment is at a post-World War
II record level of 9.5 percent. We can
approach it in two ways: We can point
the finger at who is wrong and who is
right, or we can attack the problem.
The first approach will not put one
single person to work. The second will.

Let me conclude by noting the paral-
lel between the establishment of this
American Conservation Corps and the
old Civilian Conservation Corps of the
Roosevelt era. The economic times
were desperate then as they are get-
ting now. Psychologically, the swift
passage of legislation by Congress to
create the various New Deal programs,
ineluding programs to put people back
to work, proved to be a catalyst for
economic recovery. I hope that history
will record the passage of this legisla-
tion as a starting point in our recovery
efforts to remove ourselves from the
throes of this current recession. Youth
unemployment is an especially diffi-
cult problem which we must recognize
as such and work to rectify.e
@ Mr. CORRADA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of H.R. 4861, the American
Conservation Corps Act of 1982, which
is in my opinion a very timely attempt
to address both the needs for mainte-
nance and revitalization of our Na-
tion’s resources and the high inci-
dences of unemployment among disad-
vantaged youth. This bill was ap-
proved by both the Education and
Labor Committee and the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, where
I am pleased to be able to state that it
enjoyed broad support. This proposal
is a vitally needed effort in view of
rising youth unemployment rates and
lowered availability of funds for main-
tenance of public properties. Its cost-
effective approach would speak to
both problems in a comprehensive
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manner and with a minimal expendi-
ture of Government resources.

Last year you will remember, the ad-
ministration was successful in defund-
ing the Youth Conservation Corps as
authorized under CETA. I must say
that I received substantial amounts of
mail urging continuance of the pro-
gram. This mail came from the partici-
pants themselves, whose concern lay
not in their own potential loss of em-
ployment but in their belief that the
work they were doing truly benefited
the Nation and their knowledge that
no one else would fill the gap this pro-
gram's demise would create.

In Puerto Rico, the conservation
corps has been duplicated on the State
level, teaching many of our under-
privileged youngsters to take pride in
their land and to value their abilities
to make contributions to the labor
force. Passage of this bill will foster
other such programs, and will rein-
force existing State efforts in this
area. The $50 million appropriation
level in this bill would allow an exten-
sion of services to the community well
beyond its monetary value.

Mr. Speaker, I believe this program

to be a truly effective method of deal-
ing with the dual problems of youth
unemployment and conservation of
publicly owned lands, and I fully sup-
port its passage. I urge my colleagues
to join with me in approving H.R.
486l.@
@ Mr. pE LUGO. Mr. Speaker, H.R.
4861 presents all of us who are so con-
cerned about the alarming level of un-
employment among our Nation’s
young people a chance to provide
them a job and do something good for
our natural resources at the same
time. This bill was developed by the
Subcommittee on Public Lands and
National Parks, of which I am a
member, to specifically address these
two concerns and does so quite suc-
cessfully.

In hearings before our subcommit-
tee, we have been reminded time and
again of the serious deterioration of
lands, resources, and facilities in our
Nation’s system of parks and refuges.
Literally hundreds of millions of acres
are considered substandard and this
figure is growing every day. At the
same time, youth employment oppor-
tunities are what I would call
substandard, and without a bold pro-
gram like this one, the situation will
only worsen.

The proposal to establish an Ameri-
can Conservation Corps builds upon
our country’s previous experience with
the Civilian Conservation Corps
during the Depression and more re-
cently on the Youth Conservation
Corps and the Young Adult Conserva-
tion Corps. These latter two programs
are slated for termination despite an
impressive record of returning a great-
er dollar value of work for every dollar
expended.
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Let us today go on record in support
of efficient, cost-effective conservation
programs that have the added benefit
of providing training and jobs for un-
employed youth. I congratulate my
subcommittee chairman, the gentle-
man from Ohio, for his imaginative
approach to solving these two critical
problems, and I am proud to be his co-
sponsor of this measure.

I urge adoption of H.R. 4861.@

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 4861, to estab-
lish an American Conservation Corps
modeled after the Civilian Conserva-
tion Corps in which I was proud to
serve during the 1930’s.

As a coauthor of H.R. 4861, I can
assure my colleagues that seldom have
we had the opportunity to consider
legislation so rich in experience. H.R.
4861 combines the best features of the
original CCC with the more recent
achievements of the Youth Conserva-
tion Corps and the Young Adult Con-
servation Corps to create a new pro-
gram that promises to become the
most successful conservation and jobs
effort in this country’s history.

Both the Interior and the Education
and Labor Committees have worked
hard to make H.R. 4861 a piece of leg-
islation worthy of the support of orga-
nizations ranging from the American
Forestry Association and the National
Audubon Society to the AFL-CIO and
the U.S. Conference of Mayors. In one
comprehensive package, the bill ad-
dresses two of the most serious prob-
lems facing our Nation today: The sub-
standard condition of our natural re-
sources; and rising youth unemploy-
ment. In short, HR. 4861 would put
unemployed youth between the ages
of 15 and 25 to work maintaining and
rehabilitating public lands and waters.
Preference would be given to economi-
cally, physically, and educationally
disadvantaged youths, thereby assur-
ing employment for those most in
need. Under the administration of the
Interior Department, funds would be
distributed primarily to the States on
the basis of their total youth popula-
tions. Projects which could be funded
include conservation of forests, fish,
wildlife, rangelands, and soils; revital-
ization of urban areas, and preserva-
tion of historic and cultural sites; de-
velopment and maintenance of recre-
ational areas, roads, and trails; erosion
and pest control; and energy conserva-
tion and production of renewable re-
sources. gements could be made
for enrollees secure academic cred-
its during nonworking hours, and job
guidance and placement would be au-
thorized under the bill.

No time could be more critical than
the present to approve legislation of
this kind. Not since the Great Depres-
sion, which led to the formation of the
original CCC, ‘has unemployment
reached such staggering proportions
among our young people. Last month,
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youth unemployment rose to 23 per-
cent, with fully half of all minority
youth out of work. The cost of such
extensive unemployment in terms of
both national productivity and human
suffering is more than our society can
afford to bear. In H.R. 4861, we have
what I think is a highly effective
means of dealing with this crisis.

As an alumnus of the CCC, I can
attest to the benefits this type of pro-
gram has for the young people it em-
ploys and for our society in general. As
the oldest of a family of eight, I was
faced after high school with the pros-
pect of being unemployed at the
height of the Depression. But because
of the creation of the CCC, I was able
to earn enough money building roads
in the Sierras of California to help my
family and make my own way. Being
involved in public service gave me a
sense of great pride and self-worth,
and the experiences I had in the CCC
gave me the will to further my educa-
tion and pursue a career that has cul-
minated in my election to the most
powerful legislature on Earth.

Not many people realize just how
important the projects were that we
worked on in the CCC—projects that
will always remain for the benefit and
enjoyment of the American people.
Skyline Drive in Virginia, the National
Arboretum here in Washington, and
Camp David, Md., which has become
the Presidential retreat, are all monu-
ments to the hard work and diligence
of the nearly 3 million young people
who served in the CCC.

Thanks to the achievements of the
CCC, the concept of a conservation
corps has been resurrected over the
years in a series of federally enacted
programs. These include the Youth
Conservation Corps and the Young
Adult Conservation Corps, both of
which have been regarded as highly
successful. In a number of States as
well, including my own State of Cali-
fornia, programs modeled after the old
CCC have proven invaluable in the
protection of our natural resources.
Members of the California Conserva-
tion Corps, which was established in
1976, have helped to stabilize land-
slides, to control floods and fires,
and—in a project that will long be re-
membered—to limit the spread of the
Mediterranean fruitfly.

To anyone who would question the
cost of establishing the American Con-
servation Corps authorized by H.R.
4861, we can answer very simply that
for each dollar we spend to employ a
young person, we will receive far more
than a dollar’'s worth of benefits. Ex-
perience has proven, for example, that
the YCC returned $1.04 in conserva-
tion work for each program dollar
spent, while the YACC produced a
comparable return of $1.20. But even
beyond these identifiable economic
benefits lie significant social benefits
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of which we should all be aware. The
deterrence of crime is the best exam-
ple I can think of. Every measurement
of crime and delinquency I've ever
seen shows a direct and perhaps causal
link between crime and unemploy-
ment. By putting our young people to
work in the rehabilitation of this Na-
tion's natural resources, we can ease
the economic problems that induce
crime and at the same time provide a
safer and enjoyable environment in
which to live.

In his 1933 inaugural speech, Frank-
lin D. Roosevelt said:

This Nation asks for action, and action
now. Our greatest primary task is to put
people to work. . . . It can be accomplished
in part by direct recruiting by the Govern-
ment itself accomplishing greatly
needed projects to stimulate and recognize
the use of our natural resources.

These words, which formed the basis
for the establishment of the Civilian
Conservation Corps, ring true today
almost 50 years later. In the tradition
of the CCC, the American Conserva-
tion Corps authorized by H.R. 4861
represents a sound investment in two
of this country’s most precious re-
sources—our land and our young
people—and I therefore urge my col-
leagues to join me in voting to pass
the bill.e
@ Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Speaker, the cre-
ation of the American Conservation
Corps today would serve our country
well.

Youth unemployment in our Nation
is now at the highest level since World
War II. We need to utilize and not
throw away the resources of American
youth. This bill, which would provide
jobs for more than 100,000 young
people on Federal, State, local, and
tribal lands is an important invest-
ment in the minds and futures of our
youth.

We have an opportunity to establish
a cost-effective program to improve
our public resources—our parks, for-
ests, and other lands. Young people
who want to work would be given valu-
able training and experience while
performing important public service.
Because funds to support the Ameri-
can Conservation Corps would be de-
rived from fees collected from private
firms using Federal lands, it would
have little inflationary effect.

This program has a highly success-
ful predecessor—the Civilian Conser-
vation Corps of the 1930's. It was one
of the most successful of the New Deal
programs and deserves to be emulated.

The American Conservation Corps
would be a significant partnership be-
tween rural and urban interests—pro-
viding meaningful work for unem-
ployed urban youth and improvement
of our public land treasures through
conservation work.

The significant bipartisan support
this measure has attracted shows that
it is reasonable, it is prudent and it is
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necessary. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port its passage.@

® Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, the
Bureau of Labor Statistics has been
providing us monthly with distressing
new numbers on the rate of unemploy-
ment in this country. Youth unem-
ployment is at record levels, with job-
lessness among minority young people
reaching nearly 50 percent. But at a
time when young people are facing a
long, idle summer or months ahead
out of school with no work, the admin-
istration proposes to terminate the
successful and cost-effective Youth
Conservation Corps and Young Adult
Conservation Corps. These programs
have provided important work experi-
ences for our young people in the past
and have reduced the backlog of con-
servation projects that demand atten-
tion on our publie lands.

It would be naive to think that any
one program provides all the answers,
but with H.R. 4861, the American Con-
servation Corps Act of 1982, the Con-
gress can reaffirm its support for the
concept of a conservation corps and
enact an improved version of the YCC
and the YACC. By doing so, we will
provide meaningful jobs to young men
and women ages 15 to 25, while slow-
ing and repairing the deterioration of
our natural and cultural resources.

The YCC and the YACC have been
particularly successful in the State of
Connecticut. The two programs have
been an enormous assistance in prop-
erly maintaining our natural resources
better and more cost effectively than
they had been down before. In addi-
tion a full-scale effort has been made
with YCC/YACC workers to improve
access to the State's recreation and
fishing areas for handicapped citizens.
I can foresee that the American Con-
servation Corps will be particularly
valuable in helping the State with
projects arising from the terrible dev-
astation of last weekend’s floods.

When speaking of the 2,100 jobs pro-
vided in Connecticut under these pro-
grams, it is difficult to quantify the
return on investment in human re-
sources. The positive termination rate
is high in the State—participants have
had the opportunity to be productive,
to develop confidence in their abilities,
and to gain the self-respect that comes
from concrete achievement, all at a
critical age in their lives, Some have
even learned skills enabling them to
go into business for themselves.

As the director of youth conserva-
tion programs in Connecticut, Richard
Couch, pointed out, the larger ques-
tion in this debate is how much we are
willing to mortgage future genera-
tions, whether by negligence of public
lands or negligence of our jobless
youth. We have idle young people on
one hand, and a critical need for man-
power on the other. We have the
work; young people need the jobs;
better than a dollar’s worth of work
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will get done for every dollar devoted
to the program. Let us not delay en-
actment of this important legislation
any longer.e

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. SEIBER-
LING) that the House suspend the rules
and pass the bill, H.R. 4861, as amend-
ed.

The question was taken.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Speaker, I
object to the vote on the ground that
a quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a guorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5, rule I, and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is consid-
ered withdrawn.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the legislation just consid-
ered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

FISHERIES LOAN FUND
AUTHORIZATION

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and pass the bill (H.R. 5662) to extend
until October 1, 1983, the authority
and authorization of appropriations
for certain programs under the Fish
and Wildlife Act of 1956 as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 5662

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representalives of the United Stales of
America in Congress assembled, That sub-
section (c¢) of section 4 of the Fish and Wild-
life Act of 1956 (16 U.S.C. T42c(c)) (relating
to loan authority to finance the acquisition,
equipping, and maintenance of commercial
fishing wvessels and gear) is amended by
striking out "“September 30, 1982" each
place it appears therein and inserting in lieu
thereof “September 30, 1983".

SEec. 2. Subsection (¢)(6) of section 7 of the
Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 (16 U.S.C.
T42f(c)(6)) (relating to volunteer services in
fish and wildlife programs) is amended by
striking out “and 1982."” and inserting in lieu
thereof “1982 and 1983.".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a
second demanded?

Mr. FORSYTHE. Mr.
demand a second.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With-
out objection, a second will be consid-
ered as ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
Jonges) will be recognized for 20 min-

Speaker, I
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utes, and the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. ForsYTHE) will be recog-
nized for 20 munutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. JONES).

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5662 will extend,
for a period of 1 year, two programs
contained in the Fish and Wildlife Act
of 1956.

The first of these is the Fisheries
Loan Fund, section 4 of the act. This
fund was originally established to pro-
vide low-cost financing to our commer-
cial fishermen for the purchase, con-
struction, equipment, maintenance,
repair or operation of their vessels or
gear. For some 8 years, beginning in
1972, this program was not available to
fishermen because of a continuing
moratorium imposed by several admin-
istrations.

However, with the passage of the
American Fisheries Promotion Act in
1980, the fund was given a new lease
on life for the specific purpose of help-
ing our fishermen to stay afloat in the
face of tremendous financial burdens
imposed by national and international
events over which they had no control.
These burdens include high fuel costs
and market competition from heavily
subsidized foreign fishery produets.

As redirected by the American Fish-
eries Promotion Act, the Fisheries
Loan Fund provides low-interest loans
to such vessel owners on the following
priority basis: First, to those whose
loans were obtained through the fish-
ing vessel obligation guaranty program
set forth in title XI of the Merchant
Marine Act of 1936; second, to those
whose Federal loans were not made
under this program; and third, to
defray operating expenses for those
vessel owners or operators who have
incurred a net economic loss.

I want to point out that this pro-
gram, which has been a lifesaver to
many American fishermen in the past
couple of years, is carried out at no
cost to the American taxpayer. The
American Fisheries Promotion Act
provided that all future costs of the
fund would be paid from fees imposed
on foreign fishing vessels for the privi-
lege of fishing within our exclusive
200-mile fishery zone. These fees are
now bringing in some $30 million per
year.

Finally, we have limited this reau-
thorization to a period of 1 year be-
cause my committee wishes to review
this program with an eye toward find-
ing new uses for these moneys when
the current financial crunch facing
our fishermen is eased.

Section 2 of H.R. 5662 would extend
funding for section 7 of the Fish and
Wildlife Act, to permit the Secretary
of the Interior and the Secretary of
Commerce to continue to cover various
expenses incurred in connection with
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volunteer programs; $100,000 would be
authorized for the Department of the
Interior and $50,000 for the Depart-
ment of Commerce. These expenses
are incurred as a result of legislation
adopted in 1978 authorizing the re-
cruitment, training and acceptance of
services of individuals on a voluntary,
unpaid basis to assist the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service and the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion. The services involved include
clerical as well as various field activi-
ties of benefit to our fish and wildlife
resources.

The committee has made a technical
change in H.R. 5662 to correct a print-
er's error in the bill as introduced. On
page 2, line 5, the letter “if"” has been
inserted between “742"” and ‘“(c¢)” to
correct the United States Code cita-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, these programs cost
the American public little or nothing
yet they assist us in maintaining some
of our most precious natural re-
sources. I hope my colleagues will join
me in support of passage of H.R. 5663
to assure that they continue for the
next year.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. BReaUX), the chairman
of the subcommittee.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. Speaker, the bill
before us, H.R. 5662, extends the au-
thorization of appropriations for the
Fisheries Loan Fund. This fund, estab-
lished under section 4 of the Fish and
Wildlife Act of 1956, provides low in-
terest loans to certain U.S. fishing
vessel owners on the following priority
basis; first, to those with outstanding
federally backed loans made under the
fishing vessel obligation guaranty, or
FVOG program; second, to those with
outstanding loans not made under the
FVOG program; and third, to defray
operating expenses for certain vessel
owners or operators who have in-
curred a net operating loss.

To date, due to limited funding, all
available moneys in the fund have
been used by vessel owners with out-
standing FVOG guarantees. The
FVOG program, established under
title XI of the Merchant Marine Act
of 1936, provides a Federal guarantee
to private lending institutions that
make loans which are used to help
capitalize the U.S. fishing industry.
The program has long been a major
contributor to the development of the
domestic harvesting sector and one in-
dication of its success has been the
consistently and remarkably low rate
of default on such loans.

More recently, however, several U.S.
fisheries have fallen into serious eco-
nomic disarray, despite the past
progress made through the aid of the
FVOG program. Many U.S. fishermen
are now facing certain extinction due
to intense, and often unfair, marketing
competition from heavily subsidized
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foreign fishing fleets. This situation
has been further compounded by the
exaggerated inflationary impact on
U.S. fishermen of certain operational
costs in the last decade, particularly
fuel. The real significance of this situ-
ation can be fully appreciated only
when one considers that fuel repre-
sents more than 50 percent of the op-
erating costs in most offshore fisher-
ies.

In addition to receiving fuel price su-
bidies many foreign competitors enjoy
financing at very preferable rates and
are free from expensive compliance
with U.S. safety, labor, and environ-
mental standards.

The impact of current economies in
U.S. fisheries is exemplified by the
condition of the Gulf of Mexico
shrimp industry. Although this fish-
ery is among the largest and most val-
uable in our Nation, producing high
quality protein with an ex-vessel value
of $300 million in 1980, many shrimp
vessels remain tied to the dock or are
operating without profit or at a loss.
As of March 15 of this year, 413
shrimp vessel owners had entered into
loan commitments worth $78.5 million
under the FVOG program. Sixteen of
these vessel owners are now in serious
danger of default. Twenty-seven more
of these vessel owners are presently
facing default but have managed to
secure temporary loan deferrals from
their lenders. Four other vessel owners
have not been so lucky—they have
been forced into default and thus
bankruptcy. A report by the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) indi-
cates that the default rate on FVOG
loans in the gulf shrimp industry has
now reached 3 to 4 per month.

Serious economic conditions in the
fishing industry are certainly not lim-
ited to the gulf area. As far back as
1980, it had become evident that at
least 25 percent of the fishing vessels
operating in California, Washington,
and Oregon that had entered into Pro-
duction Credit Association loans were
in danger of default. These fishermen
are also forced to compete on the open
U.S. market with subsidized or even
government-owned foreign fishing
fleets.

Mr. Speaker, the bottom line is that
due to these inequities foreign nations
have captured a huge share of U.S.
fishery markets, have driven prices
down to a dangerously low level, and,
if not for the fisheries loan fund,
would have forced many American
fishermen out of existence. In fact,
since 1980, the fisheries loan fund has
enabled 113 American fishing vessel
owners to successfully avoid defaulting
of FVOG loans.

It cannot be emphasized enough
that although $5.5 million in the fund
has been borrowed by U.S. fishermen,
these loans were made at absolutely
no cost to the American taxpayer. In-
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stead, the entire expenditure was pro-
vided for by fees charged to foreign
fishermen for the privilege of operat-
ing in U.S. waters. I repeat, foreign
fishing fees are the sole source of
moneys in the fund.

Purthermore, NMFS reports that
the cost of such defaults to the Feder-
al Government would have been over
$21 million had the Fisheries Loan
Fund not been available to our fisher-
men. Instead, this program avoided
those defaults. All outstanding loans
under both the FVOG and loan fund
programs are being repaid on sched-
ule.

Mr. Speaker, the reality of the Fish-
eries Loan Fund is that it has enabled
the U.S. Government to save millions
of dollars and, more importantly, has
made it possible for many American
fishing vessel owners to achieve eco-
nomie stability in a very difficult fiscal
climate. Therefore, I request that this
bill, H.R. 5662, be favorably considered
and passed so that this invaluable pro-
gram will be continued for another
year,

0O 1400

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. FORSYTHE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume,

Mr. Speaker, when the Fishery Con-
servation and Management Act was
enacted, it provided that foreign fish-
ermen would pay a fee for the privi-
lege of operating in the U.S. 200-mile
zZone.

Initially the level of the fee bore no
relationship to the value of the re-
source being removed by foreign fleets
and, in fact, did not even cover the ad-
ministrative costs incurred by the
United States because of the presence
of these fleets. The American Fisher-
ies Promotion Act, passed in 1980,
solved this problem by requiring that
foreign fishing fees equal the adminis-
trative cost of having foreign fisher-
men in our zone.

The American Fisheries Promotion
Act solved another problem associated
with the foreign fishing fee system.
The problem was that these fees were
being placed in the General Treasury
and no benefit was being derived by
the U.S. fishing industry. The act
placed foreign fishing fees in a special
fund to be used to assist the U.S. fish-
ing industry.

Using foreign fishing fees for this
purpose is only right because the once
healthy and prosperous U.S. fishing
industry had been devastated economi-
cally by the predatory practices of for-
eign fishing fleets, many of which
were subsidized. Fish resources which
were once abundant were overfished
and on the brink of economic collapse
when the 200-mile act was passed. The
major part of the blame for this re-
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source disaster must be laid at the feet
of foreign fishing fleets which operat-
ed with little or no regard for the re-
source. These same fleets, which are
now regulated by the FCMA, bear
some responsibility to the U.S. indus-
try for the economic damage inflicted
by overfishing. The fees paid by these
foreign fishermen should be used to
provide developmental assistance for
the U.S. industry so that our fisher-
men can fully recover and resume
their preeminent role as the harvest-
ers and processors of the resources
found in our 200-mile zone.

H.R. 5662 continues the fisheries
loan fund which is the repository of
foreign fishing fees. Currently, the act
authorizes the use of these moneys to
assist U.S. fishermen who, because of
current economic conditions and com-
petition with subsidized foreign fish
imports, are experiencing significant
economic difficulties. Moneys which
were already available in the fisheries
loan fund and which were used to
assist vessel owners with federally
guaranteed loans not only permitted
these fishermen to continue their op-
erations and to recover economically
but also to avoid defaulting on ap-
proximately $21.1 million in Govern-
ment-guaranteed loans. This type of
short-term assistance benefits the
Government as well as the fishermen
and the U.S. economy.

It is clear, however, that foreign
fishing fees can be used for many
other purposes. The Subcommittee on
Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation
and the Environment is planning to in-
vestigate alternative uses for these
funds. I believe that these moneys can
clearly be used to benefit the U.S. in-
dustry. For example, part of the funds
could be used to provide grants, simi-
lar to Saltonstall-Kennedy Act grants,
for industry development. The money
could also be used to provide capital
for a Federal loan guarantee program
to assist the processing industry or to
assist higher risk ventures which are
not now eligible to participate in the
vessel obligation guarantee program.
These and other ideas are worth ex-
ploring and represent the types of
projects which will benefit the U.S. in-
dustry and for which foreign fishing
fees should be used.

To preserve the fisheries loan fund,
through which these foreign fishing
fees are, and will be, channeled, I urge
the adoption of H.R. 5662.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
PRITCHARD).

Mr. PRITCHARD. I want to con-
gratulate both the chairman of the
full committee, and the subcommittee,
particularly and the gentleman from
New Jersey, who have done a lot of
work on this bill. I think it is a sound
bill, a step forward and I congratulate
all of them and state that I am in
strong support of the legislation.
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® Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker, 1 urge
my colleagues to join me in support of
H.R. 5662, which extends the authori-
zation of appropriations for the fisher-
ies loan fund.

As every Member of Congress from a
coastal district knows, fishermen are
in deep economic trouble today. High
fuel prices and increasing interest
rates are destroying hopes of making a
good income.

Our Nation’s fishermen are in deep
economic trouble today and without
support, they might as well call it
quits. They cannot survive much
longer without assistance.

Fishermen are on the downhill slide
economically. In 1980, almost 8,400
fishermen were licensed in Oregon.
Last year, 400 simply gave up. The
Oregon Department of Fish and Wild-
life predicts a further decline in the
number of licenses for next year.

What is happening to the industry
can best be explained by fishermen
themselves. Earlier this year, I held a
series of hearings in my district on the
plight of small business and fishermen
all across the board agree with an ex-
perienced fisherman, who told me how
fishing fleets “were built with money
that was readily accessible at very rea-
sonable rates. Today, intense competi-
tion makes the slice of our pie very
thin. And when you add mortgages
that are on floating interest rates—it
is almost impossible to stay current.”

The fisheries loan fund will simply
provide financial assistance where it is
needed. Low-interest loans are made
available to owners of fishing vessels.
First priority is given to federally
guaranteed loans under the fishing
vessel obligation guarantee program.

But one may still ask why should
there be a fisheries loan fund? Fisher-
men in my district tell me that most
banks are reluctant to loan on com-
mercial boats but will make a loan
with a Federal guarantee to back it up.

For these reasons, I urge my col-
leagues to support reauthorization of
the fisheries loan fund and give fisher-
men an opportunity to make a decent
living.e
® Mr. DYSON. Mr. Speaker, the fish-
eries loan fund provides low-cost fi-
nancing or refinancing for the pur-
chase, construction, reconstruction, or
reconditioning of fishing vessels that
are guaranteed by the Federal Gov-
ernment under the title XI fishing
vessel obligation guarantee (FVOG)
program. The funds involved in this
program are derived from fees levied
against foreign fishermen, not the
U.S. taxpayer.

The woeful status of the American
fisherman stems in part from high op-
erating expenses, failing catches, and
foreign imports. The total import
value in 1981 of edible and nonedible
fishery products was a record $4.2 bil-
lion, an increase of 14 percent com-
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pared with 1980. The total export of
edible and nonedible fishery products
for the same period was $1.2 billion,
up 15 percent from 1980. Clearly, the
balance of trade is not in the favor of
the United States and substantial in-
creases in the fishery effort will have
to be made if this trade imbalance is to
be reduced.

It seems altogether appropriate at
this time to support reauthorization
for appropriations of the fisheries
loan fund for 1 year. I believe it is in
the national interest to attempt to
reduce the balance-of-trade deficit by
encouraging modernization of the U.S.
fishing fleet and a greatly increased
fishing effort. Commercial fishermen
have a legitimate need for this fund in
the light of the present high-interest
rates. It must be remembered that the
funds for this program are produced
through a foreign vessel user fee, a
concept that is entirely consistent
with the goals of the administration.e

Mr. FORSYTHE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I have no further requests
for time, and I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. Jones) that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill, HR. 5662,
as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,

as amended, was passed.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

e ————
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days in which to revise and extend
their remarks in the REcorp on the
measure just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

ANADROMOUS FISH CONSERVA-
TION ACT AUTHORIZATION

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and pass the bill (H.R. 5663) to au-
thorize appropriations to carry out the
Anadromous Fish Conservation Act
during fiscal year 1983, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 5663

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 4(a) of the Anadromous Fish Conserva-
tion Act (16 U.S.C. 757d) is amended by
adding after paragraph (3) the following
new pi ph:

“(4) $7,500,000 for each of fiscal years
1983, 1984, and 1985.”.
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Sec. 2. The first sentence of section T(d) of
the Anadromous Fish Conservation Act (16
U.8.C. 757g(d)) is amended by striking out
“and” after “1981,”, and by inserting imme-
diately before the period the following: “,
and not to exceed $1,000,000 for each of the
fiscal years ending September 30, 1983, Sep-
tember 30, 1984, and September 30, 1985".

Sec. 3. Section T of the Anadromous Fish
Conservation Act (16 U.S.C. 757g) is amend-
ed by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new subsection:

“(e) After September 30, 1984, no funds
appropriated under the authority of section
4(a) or T(d) shall be made available to any
of the twelve affected Atlantic coast States
which, in the judgment of the Secretary of
Commerce, have not implemented the
‘Interstate Fisheries Management Plan for
the Striped Bass of the Atlantic Coast from
Maine to North Carolina’.”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Pursu-
ant to the rule, a second is not re-
quired on this motion.

The gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. Jones) will be recognized for 20
minutes, and the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. ForsYTHE) will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from North Carolina, (Mr. JONES).

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5663 will
reauthorize two sections of the Anad-
romous Fish Conservation Act of 1965.
This act provides for the conservation,
development, and enhancement of the
anadromous fishery resources of our
country that are either subject to de-
pletion from such causes as water re-
sources development, or are subject to
international agreements imposing
conservation commitments on the
United States. The species involved in-
clude: salmon, steelhead trout, wall-
eye, shad, sturgeon, and striped bass.
These are among the most economical-
ly important species of fish we have.

At the present time, there are 31
States which meet the criteria of the
act; that is, they have anadromous
species within their boundaries or
they border on Lake Champlain or the
Great Lakes and have species that
ascend rivers to spawn within their
boundaries. Of these 31, 28 States
have entered into cooperative agree-
ments with the Secretary of Com-
merce regarding commercial fisheries
or with the Secretary of the Interior
with respect to sport fisheries.

The two sections of the act which
this bill would reauthorize are sections
4 and 7. Section 4 provides for grants
to the States to carry out the purposes
of the act. H.R. 5663 provides an au-
thorization in the amount of $7.5 mil-
lion for each of the next 3 fiscal years,
1983, 1984, and 1985 under this sec-
tion. This is considerably less than has
been authorized for this purpose in
the past, but it is more realistic in
terms of the actual amounts which
have been appropriated for these pur-
poses in past years.
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Section 7 of the act was added in
1980. It provides for an emergency re-
search program for striped bass, a spe-
cies which was found in vast quantities
throughout the North and Mid-Atlan-
tic States of our country from Maine
to North Carolina, until it suffered a
sudden and rapid decline in recent
years. The causes of this decline are
still not fully known and therefore it
is necessary to continue this research
program. This bill authorizes $1 mil-
lion for each of the next 3 fiscal years
for this purpose. This reauthorization
should enable the National Marine
Fisheries Service and the Fish and
Wildlife Service together with the af-
fected States to complete the research
which we are hopeful will lead to the
rejuvenation of this popular and eco-
nomically important species.

A fishery management plan for this
species has been developed and the re-
lated States are in the process of
adapting to it. In an effort to insure
that all of the involved States comply
with this plan, the committee included
language in H.R. 5663 which would cut
off funds under the act to any State
which fails to implement the plan by
September 30, 1984,

Mr. Speaker, these are important
species which are vital to the contin-
ued health of both our commercial
and recreational fisheries, H.R. 5663
will provide for the continuation of
programs which enable our State and
Federal governments to work togeth-
er to assure that these species will
thrive in the future for the benefit of
all Americans. I urge the adoption of
H.R. 5663.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. BREAUX).

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. Speaker, as this
Nation marched into the industrial
era, the impact of progress fell heavily
upon our fish and wildlife resources.
Nowhere was this more evident than
with our anadromous fish resources
which depended upon access to
upriver spawning areas and upon a
high degree of water quality to sur-
vive. The Anadromous Fish Conserva-
tion Act of 1965 was a recognition of
the plight of our anadromous fish re-
sources and an expression of this Na-
tion’s concern for the conservation,
;Egoration, and enhancement of those

The history of the salmon resource
in the Pacific Northwest is illustrative
of the need for, and of the potential
success of, the Anadromous Fish Con-
servation Act. During the forties and
fifties, the salmon harvest fell dra-
matically as the abundance of wild
stocks declined. This decrease was due
to environmental degradation and the
loss of spawning grounds. Hydroelec-
tric development on the Columbia and
Snake Rivers, for example, blocked
access to thousands of miles of tribu-
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tary spawning and rearing habitat in
the Columbia River Basin. Today, only
50 miles of free-flowing stream remain
in the Columbia River. Over 50 per-
cent of the Snake River is no longer
accessible to anadromous fish. Com-
pounding this loss of spawning and
rearing habitat is the serious decline
in water quality in many of our river
systems.

To address the conservation and en-
hancement needs of salmon and other
anadromous species, the Anadromous
Fish Conservation Act established a
matching grant program for States
and other non-Federal entities. Eligi-
ble individual projects may be funded
at a 50-percent matching level. Multi-
state cooperative agreements are eligi-
ble for up to 663% percent. Using funds
provided under the act, States have
constructed hatcheries and spawning
channels which today are producing
large quantities of fish to overcome
the impact of environmental degrada-
tion and of dam construction. Fish
screens and by-passes at dams protect
young downstream migrant fish. Re-
search on breeding and migration
habits have significantly improved
salmon survival rates.

The success of this 15-year research
and development program is evident
today. The ex-vessel value of the total
U.S. commercial salmon landings
reached $352 million in 1980. If the
value added at the retail level is con-
sidered, the 1980 commercial salmon
harvest generated between $700 mil-
lion and $1.4 billion to the U.S. econo-

my. The recreational salmon fishery is

also of tremendous importance. In
1980, the recreational salmon and
steelhead trout fishery generated
$73.7 million in the States of Oregon
and Washington alone.

Atlantic salmon restoration in New
England has also been extremely en-
couraging. On the Penobscot River in
Maine, where 11 fish ladders have
opened 275 miles of stream, runs have
increased from near extinction to sev-
eral thousand. On the Connecticut
River, we are now seeing the largest
salmon runs in 100 years. These in-
creased runs are not only important in
their own right, they also serve as in-
dicators of improving conditions in the
rivers and of the success of the Anad-
romous Fish Conservation Act.

Mr. Speaker, in considering this leg-
islation we must not be limited in our
focus to salmon alone. Other species
of anadromous fish have suffered de-
clines similar to that experienced by
salmon. The present populations of
Atlantic striped bass, shad, and river
herring are respectively one-third,
one-eighth, and one-sixteenth the
level at which they existed in the
early seventies. Atlantic sturgeon has
been reduced far below economic ex-
tinction. There is a pressing need for
the Anadromous Fish Conservation
Act to refocus its program from the re-
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covering Pacific salmon fisheries to
these other anadromous species. The
successes of the Pacific must now be
duplicated elsewhere.

Of particular concern is the striped
bass. In 1970, the total Atlantic coast
commercial and recreational harvest
of striped bass was 116 million pounds.
One million anglers spent over $100
million. By 1979, the recreational har-
vest had declined to 7 million pounds.

Although the striped bass may be
the most sought after sport fish along
the Atlantic coast, the reasons for this
dramatic decline are largely unknown
and significant problems must be over-
come before scientifically based man-
agement can be developed. For exam-
ple, the migratory behavior of each
spawning stock along the coast must
be determined. Quantitative descrip-
tions of natural and fishing mortality
are needed for each age, sex, and class.
The factors which control the size of
year classes for each spawning stock
must be determined. Perhaps most im-
portantly, there is a critical lack of in-
formation on the effects of water qual-
ity degradation upon the fish.

For the striped bass and for many
other anadromous fish species, there
is much yet to be done. And let there
be no mistake about the economic
value of the money spent under this
program. Since the Anadromous Fish
Conservation Act was passed and first
funded, approximately $76 million has
been appropriated. The cost-benefit
ratio has been approximately 16 to 1.
Thus, this $76 million has generated
over $2.4 billion in economic benefits
to the Nation. These benefits stand in
addition to the nontangible and es-
thetic benefits enjoyed by our citizens.

To address the conservation and en-
hancement needs of our anadromous
fishery resources, H.R. 5663 authorizes
$7.5 million in each of the next 3 fisecal
years. H.R. 5663 also continues the
emergency striped bass research pro-
gram at an authorized level of $1 mil-
lion in each of the next 3 fiscal years.
The legislation before us today also
recognizes the critical importance of
coordinating and unifying manage-
ment for species which migrate over
great distances and through the
boundaries of many States. In the case
of striped bass, the 12 Atlantic coast
States, Maine to North Carolina, have
recognized the need for coordinated
management and have approved such
a pro for striped bass. These
States are now in the process of indi-
vidually adopting and implementing
this program. H.R. 5663 provides that
if any of the 12 affected States have
failed to implement the program by
September 30, 1984, that State shall
be ineligible to receive funding under
the Anadromous Fish Conservation
Act.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5663 is one of the
most cost effective and important fish-
ery conservation measures ever en-
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acted by Congress and I strongly urge
that the authorization for this pro-
gram be continued.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. FORSYTHE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. PRITCHARD).

Mr. PRITCHARD. I thank the gen-
tleman from New Jersey. I think ev-
eryone is aware there are many prob-
lems in the fisheries business these
days. Certainly in the Northwest,
salmon has gone through a most diffi-
cult time. But with the anadromous
bill and the help we have had over the
years, and without the research ef-
forts that have been going on and are
going on now, I think our case would
be really hopeless. So, I want to
strongly support this bill.

I want to thank the chairman and
the ranking member for their efforts
and I say that this is a good step in
the right direction and it really is a
part of the solution.

So we thank you and I hope the
body will strongly support this legisla-
tion.

Mr. FORSYTHE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 5663, which extends the au-
thorization for the Anadromous Fish
Conservation Act. Since this act was
first funded in 1967, approximately
$41 million has been made available to
the Fish and Wildlife Service, which
administers part of the program. That
$41 million in research, construction,
and related activities has enhanced
the fisheries and resulted in direct eco-
nomic benefits to the country valued
at $671 million in the commercial and
recreational fisheries. The National
Marine Fisheries Service which admin-
isters another part of the program has
estimated that its cost-benefit ratio is
just as favorable. In fact, between
both agencies, approximately $150 mil-
lion has been expended and this has
generated approximately $2.4 billion
in direct and indirect economic bene-
fits to the economy.

By a wide margin the various salmon
species have been the most economi-
cally important among U.S. anadro-
mous fishery resources. The ex-vessel
value of the total U.S. commercial
salmon landings reached $352 million
in 1980, making this fishery the most
valuable of all U.S. finfish fisheries. If
the value added at the retail level is
considered, the U.S. 1980 commercial
salmon harvest generated between
$700 million and $1.4 billion to the
U.S. economy. The recreational
salmon and steelhead trout fishery is
also extremely valuable. In 1980 this
fishery generated $73.7 million in the
States of Oregon and Washington
alone.
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But salmon is not the only anadro-
mous species with which we are con-
cerned. Species such as shad, river her-
ring, and striped bass have played, and
continue to play, an important eco-
nomic role in various regions of this
country. The plight of the striped
bass, a premier recreational and com-
mercial fish, is illustrative of the
plight of these species. As recently as
1973 approximately 14.1 million
pounds of striped bass were landed
commercially. Today, the resource
cannot support that harvest level. In
1980 only 3.4 million pounds were com-
mercially harvested and only 3.3 mil-
lion pounds were landed by sportsmen.

The reasons for this decline are
found in the continuing degradation
of spawning and estuarine areas which
are necessary for the survival of the
striped bass. In response to this, the
Anadromous Fish Conservation Act
provides a special research program to
determine ways to reverse the decline
of this magnificent fish. The striped
bass research program has just begun
to bear fruit and it should be contin-
ued so that we may take the steps
needed to enhance the striped bass—a
fish which has such an important
place in the fishing economy of the
Atlantic region.

Not only does the Anadromous Fish
Conservation Act provide important
economic benefits to the recreational
and commercial fishermen of this
Nation and to the coastal economies
supported by these fishermen, but the
act is also critically important to the

implementation of the Fishery Con-
servation and Management Act. Under
that act, the United States exercises
fishery management authority over

approximately 20 percent of the
marine fishery resources of the world.
Developing management plans for re-
sources of this magnitude requires a
tremendous amount of information
which the Federal Government does
not have the capability to develop. We
must, therefore, turn to the States for
biological assessment data. And let
their be no mistake about the impor-
tance of the State role. Approximately
two-thirds of the fish resources found
within our 200-mile zone spend some
part of their life cycle in the coastal
and estuarine areas within State
boundaries. Generally, when these
fish resources are found in coastal and
estuarine areas they are at a very vul-
nerable stage in their life cycle. Im-
proving their chances of survival, as
well as assessing the rate of survival,
are matters whose importance to fish-
eries management cannot be overstat-
ed.
Approximately 55 percent of the
money spent by the National Marine
Fisheries Service pursuant to the
Anadromous Fish Conservation Act
and approximately 45 percent of the
funds expended by the Fish and Wild-
life Service directly support FCMA-re-
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lated research. If these funds were not
available to the States, the Federal
Government would have to undertake
the same research. However, making
these moneys available to the States is
a more cost effective way to undertake
this research because the Anadromous
Fish Conservation Act is a matching
grant program supported by both
State and Federal funds.

Mr. Speaker, the accomplishments
of this program are many. The contri-
butions it has made to fishery re-
source conservation and enhancement
are clear and I urge my colleagues to
support this legislation.
® Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker, I join
my colleagues in supporting reauthor-
ization of Public Law 89-304, the
Anadromous Fish Conservation Act.

Anadromous fish are tremendously
valuable in many parts of the country.
Important commercial and recreation-
al fisheries for anadromous fish exist
in 30 coastal and Great Lakes States
as well as in the Federal fishery con-
servation zone established under the
Magnuson Fishery Conservation and
Management Act.

In the Pacific Northwest, annual
total values of specific anadromous
fisheries are difficult to estimate, but
some information is available. The es-
timated net economic value of recre-
ational salmon and steelhead fishing
in Washington and Oregon marine
and freshwater areas is $73.7 million.
Salmon fishing also generates second-
ary economic activity. Regional eco-
nomic benefits from anadromous fish
production in the Columbia River
alone are estimated at $102 million an-
nually.

The main focus of Anadromous Fish
Conservation Aect programs is on
coded-wire tagging and stock assess-
ments. It also assists other projects for
improved management and productivi-
ty of salmon. Oregon and California
presently carry out major upriver
stocks and habitate studies designed to
increase the overall productivity of
presently depressed stocks of major
salmon rivers. Funding also supports a
treaty Indian catch record system
which enables Columbia River tribes
to provide compatible catch data to
the regional data network required for
proper management and allocation of
the salmon harvest.

Without continuing Federal support,
many of these valuable research pro-
grams will be stopped.

I urge my colleagues to support the
reauthorization of the Anadromous
Fish Conservation Act. Once the pro-
gram is reauthorized, the job to pro-
vide the money is left up to the Appro-
priations Committee, and as a member
of that committee, I will work to see
that Congress appropriates adequate
funding.e

® Mr. DYSON. Mr. Speaker, the
Chesapeake Bay is one of the Nation's
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richest estuaries and is a spawning
ground for various anadromous fishes
which comprise a large proportion of
fish captured in the mid-Atlantic fish-
ery. According to National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS), fully 80 to
90 percent of the striped bass taken in
the mid-Atlantic fishery region were
spawned in the upper Chesapeake
Bay. This resource has seen a precipi-
tous decline in the last decade and the
causes are still obscure. However, re-
search over the past few years has nar-
rowed down the number of reasons
and, with continued funding, it is
likely that some positive answers to
this problem will be forthcoming.

I represent a distriet in which both
commercial and recreational fishing
are dominant elements of the econo-
my. The striped bass has long been a
popular game fish in the district’s
waters and this decline is viewed with
great alarm. But, it is not the only a-
nad-ro-mous anadromous fish that is
in decline. Shad, once available in
great alarm. But, it is not the only
anadromous fish that is in decline.
Shad, once available in great numbers,
has become so scarce that the State of
Maryland has placed a total ban on
their taking. Atlantic sturgeon, pres-
ently classified as endangered in Vir-
ginia and threatened in New Jersey,
also spends a portion of its lifetime in
Maryland estuaries. Alewife and blue-
back herring are also important sport,
commercial, and forage species which
use the estuaries for spawning pur-
poses in the spring and migrate out to
sea during the fall.
non-Federal studies specifically direct-
ed to conserving, developing, and en-
hancing our Nation’'s anadromous fish
resources. Section 7 of the act author-
izes the ‘“‘emergency striped bass re-
search study” which has identified nu-
merous factors thought to be responsi-
ble for the declining striped bass popu-
lations.

Together, the provisions of the act
will address significant problems asso-
ciated with the popular striped bass
and will increase the yields of other
anadromous fish species through co-
ordinated research, conservation, and
management for the benefit of the
Nation.e

Mr. FORSYTHE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I have no further requests
for time, and I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. Jones) that the House suspend
the rule and pass the bill, H.R, 5663,
as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.
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The title of the bill was amended so
as to read: ““A bill to authorize appro-
priations to carry out the Anadromous
Fish Conservation Act during fiscal
years 1983, 1984, and 1985 and for
other purposes.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days in which to revise and extend
their remarks in the REcorp on the
measure just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT
AMENDMENTS

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and pass the bill (H.R. 6133) to au-
thorize appropriations to carry out the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended, through fiscal year 1984, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 6133

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. DETERMINATION OF ENDAN-
GERED AND THREATENED SPE-
CIES.

(a) Section 4 of the Endangered Species
Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1533) is amended as
follows:

(1) Subsection (a)(1) is amended—

{A) by redesignating subparagraphs (1)
through (5) as subparagraphs (A) through
(E)

(B) by striking out “sporting,” in subpara-
graph (B) (as so redesignated) and inserting
in lieu thereof “recreational,”; and

(C) by amending the penultimate sentence
by striking out “by regulation”, and by
striking out “prudent, specify” and inserting
in lieu thereof “prudent and determinable,
specify therein”.

(2) Subsection (b) is amended—

(A) by inserting “solely” immediately
before “on the basis' in the matter preced-
ing subparagraph (A) of paragraph (1); and

(B) by amending paragraph (1)(B) to read
as follows:

“(B) allowed each such State 90 days after
notification to submit its comments and rec-
ommendations (except to the extent that
such period may be shortened by agreement
between the Secretary and the Governor or
Governors concerned) and, if he disagrees
with any of such comments and recommen-
dations, provided the State with a written
statement of the reasons for disagreement,
and”.

(3) Subsection (¢)(2) is amended to read as
follows:

*(2)XA) To the maximum extent practica-
ble, the Secretary shall, within 180 days
after receiving the petition of an interested
person under section 553(e) of title 5, United
States Code, determine whether the peti-
tion contains substantial evidence indicating
that the species concerned is likely to qual-
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ify for addition to, or removal from, either
of the lists published pursuant to paragraph
(1)

“(B) If an affirmative determination is
made under subparagraph (A) regarding a
petition, the BSecretary shall immediately
commence rulemaking procedures pursuant
to subsection (f) to list or delist, as the case
may be, the species concerned. A negative
determination regarding a petition under
subparagraph (A) shall be subject to judicial
review.”.

(4) Subsection (fX5) is amended to read as
follows:

“(5)MA) A final regulation adding a species
to (whether or not critical habitat is speci-
fied therein), or removing a species from,
any list published pursuant to subsection (c)
shall be published in the Federal Register
no later than 1 year after the date of publi-
cation of general notice under paragraph (2)
proposing such listing or delisting; but no
publication of such a final regulation may
be made before the close of such l-year
period unless the eritical habitat, to the
maximum extent prudent and determinable,
is specified therein.

‘“(B) If the Secretary finds that there is
substantial disagreement regarding the suf-
ficiency or accuracy of the available scien-
tific or commercial information regarding
whether a species should be listed or delist-
ed, the Secretary may extend the l-year
period specified in subparagraph (A) for not
more than 6 months for purposes of solicit-
ing additional information from specialists
(selected after consultation with appropri-
ate professional organizations) in the mat-
ters concerned. If a proposed regulation is
not adopted within such 1-year period (or
longer period if extension under the preced-
ing sentence applies) because the Secretary
has determined that there is not sufficient
evidence to justify listing or delisting the
species concerned, the Secretary shall with-
draw the regulation and shall publish notice
of the determination to withdraw in the
Federal Register not later than 30 days
after the end of such period. A determina-
tion to withdraw a regulation shall be sub-
ject to judicial review. The Secretary may
not propose a regulation that has previously
been withdrawn under this subparagraph
unless he determines that sufficient new in-
formation is available to warrant such pro-

“(C) If a regulation referred to in subpara-
graph (A) does not specify critical habitat
therein, then a final regulation specifying,
to the maximum extent prudent, such habi-
tat shall be published in the Federal Regis-
ter before the close of the 1-year period be-
ginning on the closing date of the l-year
period (or longer period if extension under
subparagraph (B) applies) referred to in
subparagraph (A).".

(5) SBubsection (g) is amended by striking
out “recovery plans,” and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘“recovery plans (1) shall, to the
maximum extent practicable, give priority
to preparing plans for endangered species or
threatened species that are, or may be, in
conflict with constuction or other develop-
mental projects; and (2)".

(b) The provisions of paragraph (5) of sec-
tion 4(f) of such Act of 1973 (as in effect on
the day before the date of the enactment of
this Act) shall continue to apply to any reg-
ulation that proposes to add a species to a
list published pursuant to section 4(c) of
such Act of 1973 if the gereral notice pro-
posing such regulation was published before
such date of enactment. Any petition filed
under such section 4(c) before, and pending
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with the Secretary on, such date of enact-
ment shall be treated as having been filed
with the Secretary under such section on
such date of enactment.

SEC. 2. COOPERATION WITH THE STATES.

Section 6 of the Endangered Species Act
of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1535) is amended—

(1) by striking out *“66% per centum” in
subsection (dX2Xi) and inserting in lieu
thereof “T5 per centum’;

(2) by striking out “75 per centum” in sub-
section (d)2Xii) and inserting in lieu there-
of “80 per centum”; and

(3) by amending subsection (i) to read as
follows:

“(i) ApProPRIATIONS.—For the purposes of
this section, there are authorized to be ap-
propriated not to exceed $6,000,000 for each
of fiscal years 1983, 1984, and 1985.".

SEC. 3. INTERAGENCY COOPERATION AND
COMMITTEE EXEMPTIONS.

Section T of the Endangered Species Act
of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1536) is amended as fol-
lows:

(1) Subsection (a) is amended—

(A) by amending paragraph (2) by insert-
ing

“CA)" immediately after ‘“(2)”, and by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subparagraph:

“(B) A Federal agency, promptly after re-
ceiving an application for a permit or license
for an activity regarding which the Secre-
tary has issued an opinion required under
subsection (b)3), shall issue to the appli-
cant a written statement indicating wheth-
er, in the agency’'s judgment, the carrying
out of the action will violate subparagraph
(A); and, if the agency's judgment is in the
affirmative, whether the agency  would
likely issue the permit or license but for
such judgment.”; and

(B) by redesignating paragraph (3) as
paragraph (4) and by inserting immediately
after paragraph (2) the following new para-
graph:

“(3) Subject to such guidelines as the Sec-
retary may establish, a prospective permit
or license applicant may consult with the
Secretary at any time the applicant has
reason to believe that an endangered species
or threatened species may be present and
that implementation of the action con-
cerned will likely affect such species.”.

(2) subsection (b) is amended to read as
follows:

“{b) OPINION OF SECRETARY.—(1) Consulta-
tion under paragraph (2)}A) of subsection
(a) with respect to any agency action shall
be concluded within 90 days after the date
on which initiated or within such other
period of time as is mutually agreeable to
the Secretary and the Federal agency; but if
the agency action involves a permit or li-
cense applicant, such 90-day period may not
be extended by the Secretary and the Fed-
eral agency—

“(A) for less than 45 days unless the Sec-
retary, before the close of the 80-day period,
provides the applicant with a written state-
ment of the reasons for the extension, or

“(B) for 45 days or more unless the Secre-
tary, before the close of the 90-day period,
obtains the written consent of the applicant
to the extension.

“(2) Consultation under paragraph (3) of
subsection (a) shall be concluded within
such period as is mutually agreeable to the
Secretary and the applicant concerned.

*(3) Promptly after conclusion of consul-
tation under paragraph (2)A) or (3) of sub-
section (a), the Secretary shall provide to
the Federal agency or the applicant, as the
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case may be, a written statement setting
forth the Secretary’s opinion, and a summa-
ry of the information on which the opinion
is based, detailing how the agency action af-
fects the species or its critical habitat, If
such jeopardy or adverse modification is
found, the Secretary shall suggest those
reasonable and prudent alternatives which
he believes would not violate subsection
{(a)}2)XA) and can be taken by the Federal
agency or applicant in implementing the
agency action. An opinion issued by the Sec-
retary incident to consultation under sub-
section (a)3) regarding an agency action
shall be treated as an opinion issued after
consultation under subsection (a)(2)(A) re-
garding that action if the Secretary reviews
the action before it is commenced by the
Federal agency and finds that no significant
changes have been made with respect to the
action and that no significant change has
occurred regarding the scientific informa-
tion used during the initial consultation.

“(4) If after consultation under paragraph
(2)A), the Secretary concludes that—

“(A) the agency action will not violate
subsection (aX2)A), or offers reasonable
and prudent alternatives that will enable
the action agency to avoid violating subsec-
tion (a)}2)A); and

“(B) the taking of a listed species inciden-
tal to the agency action will not violate sub-
section (a)}2)}A); the Secretary shall pro-
vide the Federal agency or applicant with a
written statement that—

“(i) specifies the impact of such incidental
taking on the species,

“(ii) specifies those reasonable and pru-
dent measures that the Secretary considers
necessary or appropriate to minimize such
impact, and

“(iii) sets forth the terms and conditions
(including, but not limited to, reporting re-
quirements) that must be complied with by
the Federal agency or applicant in order to
implement the measures specified under
clause (ii).”.

(3) Subsection (c) is amended—

{A) by amending the penultimate sentence
in paragraph (1) by inserting “, except that
if a permit or license applicant is involved,
the 180-day period may not be extended
unless the Secretary provides the applicant,
before the close of such period, with a writ-
ten statement setting forth the length of
the proposed extension and the reasons
therefor” immediately after “agency” and
before the parenthesis; and

(B) by amending the first sentence of
paragraph (2) to read as follows: “Each
permit or license applicant undertaking con-
sultation under subsection (a)3), and any
person who may wish to apply for exemp-
tion under subsection (g), may conduct a bi-
ological assessment to identify any endan-
gered species or threatened species which is
likely to be affected by the agency action
concerned.”.

{4) Subsection (g) is amended as follows:

(A) The sideheading is amended to read as
follows: “SUBMITTAL OF APPLICATION FOR Ex-
EMPTION; REPORT BY SFCRETARY.—"".

(B) The first two sentences of paragraph
(1) are amended to read as follows: “A Fed-
eral agency, the Governor of the State in
which an agency action will occur, if any, or
a permit or license applicant may apply to
the Secretary for an exemption for an
agency action of such agency if, after con-
sultation under paragraph (2) or (3) of sub-
section (a), the Secretary's opinion under
subsection (bX3) indicates that the agency
action would violate subsection (aM2)}A). An
application for an exemption shall be con-
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sidered initially by the Secretary in the
manner provided for in this subsection, and
shall be considered by the Committee for a
final determination under subsection (h)
after a report is made pursuant to para-
graph (5).".

(C) Paragraph (2) is amended—

(i) by amending the first sentence of sub-
paragraph (A) to read as follows: “An ex-
emption applicant shall submit a written ap-
plication to the Secretary, in a form pre-
scribed under subsection (f), not later than
90 days after the completion of the consul-
tation process under subsection (a)}2XA) if
the agency action does not involve a permit
or license applicant; or, if the action in-
volves a permit or license applicant, not
later than 90 days after (i) the date on
which the applicant receives the written
statement required under subsection
(a)X(2)B), or (ii) the date on which the Fed-
eral agency concerned takes final agency
action, for purposes of chapter T of title 5,
United States Code, regarding such action.”;
and

(ii) by amending subparagraph (B) by
striking out "“to the review board to be es-
tablished under paragraph (3) and”.

(D) Paragraphs (3) and (4) are repealed.

(E) Paragraph (5) is redesignated as para-
graph (3) and is amended—

(i) by amending that portion which pre-
cedes clause (i) to read as follows: “Within
30 days after receiving an application under
paragraph (2)(A), the Secretary, in consul-
tation with the Committee, shall determine
whether (A) an irresolvable conflict exists,
and (B) whether the Pederal agency con-
cerned and the exemption applicant have—
" and

(ii) by striking out “review board"” in the
second sentence and inserting in lieu there-
of “the Secretary”.

(F) Paragraph (6) is redesignated as para-
graph (4) and is amended to read as follows:

“(4) If the Secretary determines that an
irresolvable conflict exists and makes posi-
tive determinations under subclauses (i), (ii),
and (iil) of paragraph (3XB) the Secretary
shall proceed to prepare the report required
under paragraph (5).".

(G) Paragraph (7) is redesignated as para-
graph (5) and is amended—

(i) by amending that part which precedes
subparagraph (A) to read as follows:
“Within 120 days after making the determi-
nations under paragraph (4), the Secretary
shall submit to the committee a report dis-
cussing—"";

(ii) by striking out “a summary of the evi-
dence concerning” in subparagraph (B); and

(iii) by adding at the end thereof the fol-

lowing flush sentence:
“The Secretary shall hold at least one
public hearing on the matters to be dis-
cussed in the report and shall include with
the report a summary of the evidence on
which it is based.”.

(H) Paragraph (8) is redesignated as para-
graph (6) and is amended by striking out
“subsection (g) of”.

(I) Paragraphs (9) and (11) are repealed.

(J) Paragraph (10) is redesignated as para-
graph (T) and is amended—

(i) by striking out “a review board” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “the Secretary’; and

(ii) by striking out “review board to assist
it in ecarrying out its” and inserting in lieu
thereof “Secretary to assist him in carrying
out his".

(K) Paragraph (12) is redesignated as
paragraph (8) and is amended to read as fol-

lows:
“(8) All hearings held by the Secretary in
carrying out this subsection, and the evi-
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dence submitted at the hearings, shall be
open to the public.”.

(5) Subsection (h)1) is amended—

(A) by striking out “90 days of receiving
the report of the review board under subsec-
tion (gXT)” in the first sentence and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “30 days of receiving the
report of the Secretary pursuant to subsec-
tion (gX5)"; and

(B) by amending subparagraph (A) by
striking out “review board” immediately
after “the report of the" and inserting in
lieu thereof '“Secretary"'.

(6) Subsection (o) is amended to read as
follows:

“{o) Notwithstanding sections 4(d) and
9(a) or any regulation promulgated pursu-
ant to either such section—

“(1) any action for which an exemption is
granted under subsection (h) shall not be
considered to be a taking of any endangered
species or threatened species with respect to
any activity which is necessary to carry out
such action; and

“(2) any taking that is in compliance with
the terms and conditions specified in a writ-
ten statement pursuant to subsection
(bX4X)iii) shall not be considered to be a
taking of any endangered species or threat-
ened species.”.

(7) Subsection (q) is amended to read as
follows:

*(q) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated to the Secretary to assist him and the
Committee in carrying out their functions
under subsections (e), (f), (g), and (h) of this
section not to exceed $600,000 for each of
fiscal years 1983, 1984, and 1985.".

SEC. 4. CONVENTION IMPLEMENTATION.

(a) Section 8A of the Endangered Species
Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1537a) is amended—

(1) by amending subsection (c) by insert-
ing “(1)" after “(c¢)”, and by adding at the
end thereof the following new paragraph:

*(2) The Secretary shall base the determi-
nations and advice given by him under Arti-
cle IV of the Convention with respect to
wildlife upon the best available biological
information derived from professionally ac-
cepted wildlife management practices; but is
not required to make, or require any State
to make, estimates of population size in
making such determinations or giving such
advice.”;

(2) by amending subsection (d) to read as
follows:

“(d) RESERVATIONS BY THE UNITED STATES
Unper ConvVENTION.—If the United States
votes against including any species in Ap-
pendix I or II of the Convention and does
not enter a reservation pursuant to para-
graph (3) of Article XV of the Convention
with respect to that species, the Secretary
of State, before the 90th day after the last
day on which such a reservation could be
entered, shall submit to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries of the
House of Representatives, and to the Com-
mittee on the Environment and Publie
Works of the Senate, a written report set-
ting forth the reasons why such a reserva-
tion was not entered.”; and

(3) by amending subsection (e) to read as
follows:

“(e) WILDLIFE PRESERVATION IN WESTERN
HEMISPHERE.—(1) The Secretary of the Inte-
rior (hereinafter in this subsection referred
to as the ‘Secretary’), in cooperation with
the Secretary of State, shall act on behalf
of, and represent, the United States in all
regards as required by the Convention on
Nature Protection and Wildlife Preservation
in the Western Hemisphere (56 Stat. 1354,
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T.S. 982, hereinafter in this subsection re-
ferred to as the ‘Western Convention’). In
the discharge of these responsibilities, the
Secretary and the Secretary of State shall
consult with the Secretary of Agriculture,
the Secretary of Commerce, and the heads
of other agencies with respect to matters re-
lating to or affecting their areas of responsi-
bility.

“(2) The Secretary and the Secretary of
State shall, in cooperation with the con-
tracting parties to the Western Convention
and, to the extent feasible and appropriate,
with the participation of State agencies,
take such steps as are necessary to imple-
ment the Western Convention. Such steps
shall include, but not be limited to—

“(A) cooperation with contracting parties
and international organizations for the pur-
pose of developing personnel resources and
programs that will facilitate implementa-
tion of the Western Convention;

“(B) lidentification of those species of
birds that migrate between the United
States and other contracting parties, and
the habitats upon which those species
depend, and the implementation of coopera-
tive measures to ensure that such species
will not become endangered or threatened;
and

“(C) identification of measures that are
necessary and appropriate to implement
those provisions of the Western Convention
which address the protection of wild plants.

“(3) No later than September 30, 1985, the
Secretary and the Secretary of State shall
submit a report to Congress describing
those steps taken in accordance with the re-
quirements of this subsection and identify-
ing the principal remaining actions yet nec-
essary for comprehensive and effective im-
plementation of the Western Convention.

“(4) There is authorized to be appropri-
ated to the Department of the Interior not
to exceed $150,000 for each of fiscal years
1983 and 1984, and not to exceed $300,000
for fiscal year 1985, for purposes of carrying
out this subsection, and such sums shall
remain available until expended.

“(5) The provisions of this subsection
shall not be construed as affecting the au-
thority, jurisdiction, or responsibility of the
several States to manage, control, or regu-
late resident fish and wildlife under State
law or regulations."”.

(b) The amendment made by paragraph
(1) of subsection (a) shall take effect Janu-
ary 1, 1981.

SEC. 5. EXPERIMENTAL POPULATIONS AND
OTHER EXCEPTIONS.

Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act
of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1539) is amended as fol-
lows:

(1) Subsection (a) is amended to read as
follows:

“(a) PermMiTs.—(1) The Secretary may
permit, under such terms and conditions as
he shall prescribe—

“(A) any act otherwise prohibited by sec-
tion 9 for scientific purposes or to enhance
the propagation or survival of the affected
species, including, but not limited to, acts
necessary for the establishment and mainte-
nance of experimental populations pursuant
to subsection (j); or

“(B) any taking otherwise prohibited by
section 9(a)1)B) if such taking is inciden-
tal to, and not the purpose of, the carrying
out of an otherwise lawful activity.

“(2)A) No permit may be issued by the
Secretary authorizing any taking referred to
in paragraph (1XB) unless the applicant
therefor submits to the Secretary a plan
that specifies—
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“{i) the number of the species which will
likely be taken;

“(ii) what steps the applicant will take to
minimize such taking; and

“(iiiy what alternative actions to such
taking the applicant considered and the rea-
sons why such alternatives are not being
utilized.

“(B) If the Secretary finds, after opportu-
nity for public comment, with respect to a
permit application that—

“(i) the taking will be incidental;

“{ii) the applicant will, to the maximum
extent practicable, minimize the taking; and

“(iii) the level of such taking is not likely
to jeopardize the continued existence of the
species;
the Secretary shall issue the permit. The
permit shall contain such reporting require-
ments as the Secretary deems necessary for
determining whether the permittee com-
plies with the terms and conditions of the
permit.

“¢C) The Secretary shall revoke a permit
issued under this paragraph if he finds,
after opportunity for public comment, that
the permittee is not complying with the
terms and conditions of the permit.”.

(2) Subsection (f) is amended—

(A) by amending paragraph (1XB) by in-
serting ‘“‘substantial” immediately before
“etching” and before “carving”, and by
adding at the end therof the following new
sentence: ‘“For purpose of this subsection,
polishing or the adding of minor superficial
markings does not constitute substantial
etching, engraving, or carving.”; and

(B) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

“(9¥A) The Secretary shall carry out a
comprehensive review of the effectiveness
of the regulations prescribed pursuant to
paragraph (5) of this subsection—

“y in insuring that pre-Act finished
scrimshaw products, or the raw materials
for such products, have been adequately ac-
counted for and not disposed of contrary to
the provisions of this Act; and

“ii) in preventing the commingling of un-
lawfully imported or acquired marine
mammal products with such exempted prod-
ucts either by persons to whom certificates
of exemption have been issued under para-
graph (4) of this subsection or by subse-
quent purchasers from such persons.

‘“B) In conducting the review required
under subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall
consider, but not be limited to—

(i) the adequacy of the reporting and
records required of exemption holders;

“(ii) the extent to which such reports and
records are subject to verification;

“(iii) methods for identifying individual
pieces of scrimshaw products and raw mate-
rials and for preventing commingling of ex-
empted materials from those not subject to
such exemption; and

“(iv) the retention of unworked materials
in controlled-access storage.

The Secretary shall submit a report of such
review to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on the En-
vironment and Public Works of the Senate
and make it available to the general public.
Based on such review, the Secretary shall,
on or before July 1, 1983, propose and adopt
such revisions to such regulations as he
deems necessary and appropriate to carry
out this paragraph. Upon publiecation of
such revised regulations, the Secretary may
renew for a further period of not to exceed
3 years any cretificate of exemption previ-
ously renewed under paragraph (8) of this
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subsection, subject to such new terms and
conditions as are necessary and appropriate
under the revised regulations; except that
any certificate of exemption that would, but
for this clause, expire on or after the date of
enactment of this paragraph and before the
date of the adoption of such regulations
may be extended until such time after the
date of adoption as may be necessary for
purposes of applying such regulations to the
certificate. Notwithstanding the foregoing,
however, no person may, after January 31,
1984, sell or offer for sale in interstate or
foreign commerce any pre-Act finished
scrimshaw product unless such person has
been issued a valid certificate of exemption
by the Secretary under this subsection and
unless such product or the raw material for
such product was held by such person on
the date of the enactment of this para-
graph.”.

(3 A) Subsection (h)1) is amended—

(i) by striking out “(other than scrim-
shaw)"”; and

(ii) by amending subparagraph (A) to read
as follows:

“(A) is not less than 100 years of age;’.

(B) The amendment made by subpara-
graph (A) shall take effect January 1, 1981.

(4) At the end thereof insert the following
new subsection:

“¢j) EXPERIMENTAL PorurLaTIiONS.—(1) For
purposes of this subsection, the term ‘exper-
imental population’ means any population
authorized by the Secretary for release
under paragraph (2), but only when, and at
such times as, the population is wholly sepa-
rate geographically from nonexperimental
populations of the same species.

*{2) The Secretary may authorize the re-
lease (and the related transportation) of
any population (including eggs, propagules,
or individuals) of an endangered species or a
threatened species outside the current
range of such species if the Secretary deter-
mines that such release will further the con-
servation of such species,

“(3) For purposes of this Act—

“(A) if an experimental population is of
an endangered species or threatened species
that the Secretary has determined, on the
best available biological evidence, to be in
decline and in imminent danger of extine-
tion, such experimental population shall
also be treated as a threatened species listed
under section 4; or

‘“(B) if an experimental population is of
an endangered species or threatened species
not described in subparagraph (A), the ex-
perimental population shall (except for sec-
tion T) be treated as a threatened species
listed under section 4; but for purposes of
applying section 7, the population shall,
except for such time as it oceurs in an area
within the national wildlife refuge system
or the national park system, be treated as a
species proposed to be listed under section 4
(but the provisions relating to critical habi-
tat shall not apply).

“(4) The Secretary, with respect to any
population of an endangered species or
threatened species that the Secretary au-
thorized, before the date of the enactment
of this subsection, for release in a geo-
graphical area separate from other popula-
tions of such species, shall determine by reg-
ulation whether such population is an ex-
perimental population for the purposes of
this subsection.”.
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SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO-
PRIATIONS.

Section 15 of the Endangered Species Act
of 1973 (16 U.8.C. 1542) is amended to read
as follows:

“AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

“Sgec. 15. Except as authorized in sections
6, 7, and 8 of this Act, there are authorized
to be appropriated the following sums:

“(1) To enable the Department of the In-
terior to carry out such functions and re-
sponsibilities as it may have been given
under this Act:

“{A) Not to exceed $27,000,000 for each of
fiscal years 1983, 1984, and 1985.

“(2) To enable the Department of Com-
merce to carry out such functions and re-
sponsibilities as it may have been given
under this Act:

“(A) Not to exceed $3,500,000 for each of
fiscal years 1983, 1984, and 1985.

“(3) To enable the Department of Agricul-
ture to ecarry out its functions and responsi-
bilities with respect to the enforcement of
this Act and the Convention which pertain
to the importation or exportation of plants:

“{A) Not to exceed $1,850,000 for each of
fiscal years 1983, 1984, and 1985.".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, a second is not re-
quired on this motion.

The gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. Jones) will be recognized for 20
minutes, and the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. ForsYTHE) will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. JONES).

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 6133 contains a 3-
yvear reauthorization of the Endan-
gered Species Act of 1973 at the exist-
ing level of funding, which is $38.9 mil-
lion per year. It also amends the act in
various ways to facilitate certain pro-
cedures under the act and to, general-
ly, make it a more effective and effi-
cient tool for the conservation of en-
dangered and threatened species of
fish and wildlife and plants.

This law is widely recognized as one
of the most comprehensive and effec-
tive wildlife conservation measures in
the world. It is designed to conserve
species which are currently endan-
gered or threatened with extinction
and, through a variety of methods, to
restore such species to a point where
protection is no longer necessary.

Despite an inflated reputation for
controversy, this act has worked very
well in the past and, with the amend-
ments we are proposing today, we
expect it will work even better in the
future. The members and staff of my
committee have worked long and hard
to fashion a package of amendments
which is constructive and have there-
by defused what just a few months
ago shaped up as a major legislative
battle between conservation and devel-
opment. The chairman and the rank-
ing minority member of our Subcom-
mittee on Fisheries and Wildlife Con-
servation and the Environment and
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their staffs should be commended for
their accomplishment in this respect.

Extensive hearings were held before
the bill was drafted and the views of
all interested parties were solicited in
a long series of meetings. The result is
a consensus document which does not
represent the ideal of any one group.
It is, however, accepted by almost all
concerned as an improvement over the
existing law which will maintain the
integrity of the act at the same time
that it resolves real problems which
have arisen since the act was last reau-
thorized.

H.R. 6133 accomplishes these ends
by, first, speeding up the process by
which species are added to or subtract-
ed from the endangered or threatened
species lists; second, facilitating the
consultation and exemption processes
which are designed to resolve conflicts
between species protection and devel-
opment; third, exempting certain inci-
dental takings of species from the act;
and fourth, clarifying the handling of
experimental populations of endan-
gered species.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 6133 will preserve
a landmark conservation law but it
will also make the job of those who
must comply with this law a little less
onerous. H.R. 6133 was favorably re-
ported by the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries Committee by a unanimous
voice vote with strong bipartisan sup-
port. I commend this bill to my col-
leagues and urge their adoption of it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. BREAUX).

Mr. BREAUZX. Mr. Speaker, the leg-
islation that is before the House for
consideration at this time is the result
of a negotiating process that has in-
volved virtually every interest group
concerned with the Endangered Spe-
cies Act. It has been endorsed by all of
the major environmental groups, in-
cluding such groups as the Audubon
Society, the National Wildlife Federa-
tion and Friends of the Earth. We also
have the support of the State fish and
wildlife agencies, the Wildlife Manage-
ment Institute, and the Wildlife Legis-
lative Fund of America. Finally, the
legislation has been endorsed by the
Western Regional Council, and North-
east Utilities. Many of the other indus-
try groups that traditionally have
problems with the act agree that H.R.
6133 addresses the main concerns they
have with the legislation and are not
opposing it.

The reason for this remarkable con-
sensus is that almost all of the people
who have become involved with the
issue of endangered species agree on
two major facts. First, that the loss of
species is a serious problem that could
have catastrophic effects on the
human environment, and second, that
the Endangered Species Act, while ba-
sieally sound, is simply not functioning
properly in some respects.
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These two facts became apparent
during the detailed hearings we held
on the act earlier this year. A panel of
scientists informed us that the rate of
species extinection is increasing dra-
matically and that we are losing some
of the basic “cogs and wheels” of the
biological mechanism that sustains life
on Earth. Not only are some of the
magnificent symbols of wildlife in
America endangered—the grizzly bear
and the bald eagle—we are also losing
species like the Antioch Dunes evening
primrose, one of a small group of
primroses that has been demonstrated
to harbor chemical elements that help
prevent heart disease. The loss of spe-
cies in the age of genetic engineering
has been compared to burning books
before we read them—forgoing price-
less genetic resources that may pro-
vide cures for diseases, protection for
plants from insects, and many other
practical benefits to society.

During the same hearings, however,
we also learned that, although the En-
dangered Species Act has matured and
is working fairly well, there are still a
few areas in the act where it is not
functioning properly. First, the listing
and delisting of species as endangered
and threatened has virtually ground
to a halt under this administration be-
cause of the linking of the review of
the biological status of a species to the
economic analysis required under the
act to designate critical habitat.

This has resulted in only one species
being listed by this administration by
the time our hearings were held and
several delistings being held up for
months while the administration ex-
amined the economic aspects of taking
species off the list.

Our legislation would amend the act
to force the administration to move
through the listing process when they
receive a petition that contains sub-
stantial evidence that a species should
be listed or delisted. The economic
analysis now required for the designa-
tion of critical habitat is continued
and the Secretary is directed to desig-
nate critical habitat at the same time
a species is listed to the maximum
extent prudent and determinable.
However, the final decision as to
whether or not a species should be
listed is to be done on a strictly biolog-
ical basis and cannot be withdrawn or
delayed past the 1 year established for
consideration of proposals for listing
unless there is disagreement in the sci-
entific community regarding the pro-
posed listing.

A second problem that became evi-
dent during the hearings was the in-
ability of project developers to consult
with the Federal agencies at an early
stage in the planning process. Our leg-
islation would authorize permit appli-
cants to consult with the Secretary on
whether their anticipated actions will
be likely to jeopardize a species. This
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will allow private parties to modify or
alter their project plans at an earlier,
more flexible point in the design
phase of a project.

We also learned that project spon-
sors who had consulted in good faith
and received opinions that their
projects would not jeopardize endan-
gered species, were faced with the un-
certainty that their projects could still
be shut down and their operators
liable for criminal and civil penalties if
the project resulted in the incidental
taking of a species, even if that was
contemplated in the consultation proc-
ess and would not jeopardize the spe-
cies. H.R. 6133 would provide for such
incidental takings subject to measures
designed to minimize the takings.

There was considerable concern ex-
pressed by industry groups that the
current exemption process offered no
realistic “light at the end of the
tunnel,” because of its complexity and
the fact that it would take more than
a year to complete. Our bill would
streamline the exemption process by
substituting a secretarial report for
the report prepared by a review board.
This simplified process could be com-
pleted in 170 days. Currently the proe-
ess could consume 360 days. The mem-
bership of the Endangered Species
Committee and the standards they
would apply in deciding whether or
not to grant an exemption have not
been changed.

A further problem that came to
light in the hearings was the strict
protective measures that apply to
listed species which discouraged the
introduction of new populations into
the wild. This legislation would allow
for the establishment of experimental
populations in a manner that would
not trigger the full protective meas-
ures of the act.

Finally, we learned that a U.S. court
of appeals decision involving the Con-
vention on International Trade in En-
dangered Species (CITES) has result-
ed in State agencies being saddled
with biologically meaningless require-
ments regarding the preparation of
population estimates before nonen-
dangered, legally taken animals could
be exported. This legislation would
overrule that decision. It requires the
Secretary to make determinations on
the basis of the best available biologi-
cal information derived from “profes-
sionally accepted” wildlife manage-
ment practices. This in no way dimin-
ishes the responsibility of the United
States under CITES.

Our amendment contains a 3-year
authorization of the act at the current
levels. This should provide sufficient
funding for effective implementation
of the act.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation, passed
out of the Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries Committee without a dissenting
vote, was not designed to strengthen
or weaken the Endangered Species
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Act, but simply to make it work better.
As such it should enhance the chances
for survival of the more than 700 spe-
cies of plants and animals that have
been listed as endangered or threat-
ened.

I would like to express my apprecia-
tion to the groups that have been
working on this legislation. It is an
emotional issue but all sides proved
willing to listen and consider the views
of others as the legislation developed.
I think that, in an era where there is
an air of confrontation regarding envi-
ronmental issues, there is an element
of hope here that should be nour-

ished. I urge my colleagues to vote for
this bill.

0 1415

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. FORSYTHE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, when the industrial
revolution swept the world in the
1830’s it brought tremendous benefits
to many nations. Unfortunately, we
soon learned that these benefits were
not achieved without a cost. Part of
this cost was the modification and de-
struction of the habitats upon which
many species of fish and wildlife de-
pended for their survival.

The Endangered Species Act was
born out of this Nation’s concern that
the price of progress had been too
high—that a greater effort must be
made to conserve our fish, wildlife,
and plant resources. In considering the
achievements of this act we often
frame the issue in terms of the aes-
thetic value of these resources, While
this is important, it is not the real
issue. I submit to you that the real
issue is the dependence of man on di-
verse biological gene pool. Take just
one example: Medical chemistry.
Nearly 40 percent of all prescriptions
written in the United States contain as
their chief ingredients compounds de-
rived from plants, including lower life
from plants. It was through the explo-
ration of nature that these drugs were
discovered—and such exploration has
a long history of paying off. Centuries
ago the Incas learned of the antima-
larial properties of the cinchona tree
from which quinine was later isolated.
The Foxglove plant, the well- known
source of the heart drug digitalis is yet
another example. But many of the
most important plant drugs, such as
the anticancer drugs used in the treat-
ment of Hodgkin's disease, were only
recently discovered. There is no end to
the potential for discovery of this type
in nature, because we have only begun
the chemical exploration of nature. It
is the preservation of biological diver-
sity which I believe is the key issue
before us today.
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The issue of biological diversity,
however, is one that needs to be
viewed on a broader scale. The very
fact that there are endangered species
in this world is symptomatic of the in-
creasingly endangered status of nature
itself. We are encroaching upon
nature at an unprecedented rate—in
this Nation and throughout the world.
Species are disappearing because their
habitats are disappearing. I recognize
and agree that we cannot turn back
the hands of time and dismantle the
industrial machine we have created.
We cannot stop all further growth just
because this growth consumes the
land and its resources. What we must
achieve is a balance between the in-
dustrial needs of our society and the
biological need to prevent the extine-
tion of species which represent a re-
source of equal value. The amend-
ments before us attempt to achieve
such a balance.

We have all heard the cries that the
Endangered Species Act is stopping in-
dustrial progress in this Nation. This
is not true. The facts in no way sup-
port this assertion. In the last 3 fiscal
years, for example, there have been
10,762 consultations conducted under
the Endangered Species Act. Of those
10,762 consultations, only 192, 1.8 per-
cent, resulted in a finding that the
project in question would jeopardize
the continued existence of an endan-
gered species. Of these 192 projects,
modifications were made in 185 and
they went forward. Only seven
projects in 3 years were stopped and I
would point out that of those seven at
least five, and perhaps all seven, were
stopped for reasons unrelated to the
Endangered Species Act.

Mr. Speaker, the facts do not sup-
port the assertion that the Endan-
gered Species Act has blocked the de-
velopment of American industry.
What the act has done is injeet a new
consciousness into the process by
which industrial growth is achieved.
This consciousness is, quite simply, an
increased awareness of the economie,
medical, and aesthetic importance of
endangered species. these species are
now clearly considered when a project
is planned and carried out. Projects
continue to go forward but the impact
on the environment is more carefully
considered now. The purpose of the
Endangered Species Act is conflict
avoidance through this planning proe-
ess and I submit to you that the statis-
tics I have cited prove that the act has
been a great success in this regard.

This is not to say, however, that the
act is without weaknesses. For exam-
ple, the conflict avoidance process
would be strengthened if consultations
were conducted as early as possible in
the planning process. H.R. 6133 specif-
ically allows this to occur. Further, it
is unreasonable to expect the consulta-
tion and biological assessment process-
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es contained in the act to be extended
indefinitely without the permit appli-
cant or the Federal agency knowing
the reasons for the extension. H.R.
6133 remedies this by establishing a
specific procedure whereby consulta-
tions and  Dbiological assessments
cannot be extended without a clear
statement of the reasons for, and the
length of, the extension.

H.R. 6133 also seeks to remedy the
problem faced by many businessmen
who receive a biological opinion that
their project will not jeopardize the
continued existence of a species, and
yet it is known throughout the consul-
tation process that the project will
result in the taking of a certain
number of the species. These business-
men, even though they have received
a favorable report on their project and
are allowed to proceed, are confronted
with possible prosecution under sec-
tion 9 of the act which says that the
taking of a single endangered species
violates the act. HR. 6133 addresses
this issue by providing a special proce-
dure which will result in a section 9
exemption for projects which have re-
ceived a favorable biological opinion.

Other businessmen confront a dif-
ferent problem. Their projects occur
on private lands and they are, there-
fore, unable to enter into the consulta-
tion and exemption process. They are,
however, still governed by the section
9 prohibitions of the act. For these
businessmen, H.R. 6133 creates a spe-
cial permit procedure whereby they
may be given a permit to take endan-
gered species if the taking is incidental
to, and not the purpose of, the project
in question and if the taking is not
likely to jeopardize the continued ex-
istence of the species.

The amendments we are considering
also make it clear that there is a dif-
ference between economic consider-
ations under the act and biological
considerations. Whether a species has
declined sufficiently in numbers to
justify its listing under the Endan-
gered Species Act is a biological, not
an economic, question. To blend the
two is to improperly confuse biology
with economics. What you do once the
species is listed is a biological and an
economic question—a gquestion which
requires a balancing of the biological
needs of the resource with develop-
mental needs. Unfortunately, in the
past few years biology and economics
have been confused and intertwined in
the listing process. H.R. 6133 remedies
this by making the listing process
solely biological and leaving to the ex-
emption process the balancing of eco-
nomics and biology.

Finally, H.R. 6133 addresses the so-
called bobcat issue. Specifically, H.R.
6133 provides relief from the U.S.
Court of Appeals decision which man-
dated the onerous requirement of reli-
able population estimates before no-
detriment findings could be made
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under CITES and before bobcat ex-
ports could be allowed. In its stead,
H.R. 6133 permits no-detriment find-
ings to be made without reliable popu-
lation estimates. However, if popula-
tion estimates are available, they must
be used as one part of the data consid-
ered in making a no-detriment deter-
mination. Thus, HR. 6133 clearly re-
lieves the unnecessarily restrictive re-
quirement of the Court of Appeals de-
cision, while recognizing the desirabil-
ity of using population estimates when
they are available.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 6133 represents a

step forward for the conservation com-
munity and for the business communi-
ty. The legislation provides for a clear
and reasonable balance in the Endan-
gered Species Act and I strongly urge
its adoption.
e Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise in support of H.R. 6133, a bill to
reauthorize and amend the Endan-
gered Species Act of 1973. This bill re-
affirms the critical importance of the
goals of the original legislation and
provides means for achieving those
goals more effectively and expeditious-
ly.
The Endangered Species Act is one
of this Nation’s most important and
innovative environmental laws. It has
also been one of the most successful.
Since its passage hundreds if not thou-
sands of Federal and private actions
have been modified to protect endan-
gered species. Many industries, large
and small, have voluntarily adopted
programs to avoid harm to such spe-
cies. In addition, the act has enabled
the United States to begin a successful
effort to reduce illegal trade in wild-
life.

A strong Endangered Species Act is
essential to preserve both the variety
and quality of life on Earth. Biologists
estimate that species are vanishing at
the rate of almost one a day. Once a
species becomes extinet, it is lost for-
ever. Any species is a potential new
source of food, energy, chemicals, or
raw materials for mankind. Equally
important, all species are interdepend-
ent and the destruction of any one
species diminishes the planet’'s overall
ecological balance. The sacredness of
life itself should deepen our concern
and respect for the uniqueness of all
life forms.

I would also like to take this oppor-
tunity to compliment the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. Breavx) whose
leadership in this complex and diffi-
cult area of legislation has enabled the
House to consider this potentially con-
troversial legislation under suspen-
sions procedures. I urge approval of
the bill.e
® Mr. EVANS of Delaware. Mr. Speak-
er, during the past 6 months, the Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries Commit-
tee has carefully reviewed the effec-
tiveness of the Endangered Species
Act, Our review has clearly demon-
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strated that the act has been success-
ful in balancing environmental protec-
tion and economic needs.

Congress should not change the sub-
stance of the act lightly. During hear-
ings, some of the Nation’s leading sci-
entists testified about the value of
many life forms to man. They empha-
sized that the magnitude and signifi-
cance of the extinction problem is
little appreciated and that the implica-
tions for human welfare are far more
drastic than we have previously
thought.

It is estimated that 5 to 10 million
plant and animal species inhabit the
Earth. Of these, approximately 1 mil-
lion will become extinct during the
next 30 years, according to testimony
presented to the Subcommittee on
Fisheries and Wildlife by Dr. Peter H.
Raven, director of the Missouri Botan-
ical Garden.

Our understanding of the interrela-
tionships of various life forms on our
plant is limited. We still do not know
the implications of losing a million
species in the next 30 years. However,
it is important to understand that the
contribution of wild species to the wel-
fare of mankind in agriculture, medi-
cine, industry, and science have been
of incalculable value. These contribu-
tions will continue only if we protect
our storehouse of biological diversity.
Just as one example, Dr. Raven de-
scribed how research on several spe-
cies of evening primrose has turned up
a fatty substance that may help us to
avoid coronary heart disease and to
cure such diseases as eczema and ar-
thritis that afflict millions and mil-
lions of people. Members of this same
plant family are protected under our
Endangered Species Act and no one
knows what secrets of medical science
they hold.

The tragedy of losing plant and
animal species to the void of extinc-
tion is that we are losing them at a
pace far faster than we can evaluate
their utility to man. The Honorable
James L. Buckley, Under Secretary of
State, recently stated:

The maintenance of biological diversity is
fundamental not only to maintaining life on
earth over the long term, but also to achiev-
ing our economic development and quality
of life goals over the nearer term . .. Per-
mitting high rates of extinction . .. is tan-
tamount to bookburning; but it is even
worse, in that it involves books yet to be de-
ciphered and read.

Mr. Speaker, our wild plants and ani-
mals are not only uplifting to the
human spirit, but they are absolutely
essential—as a practical matter—to
our continued healthy existence. This
is a bill that vigorously protects our
natural heritage at the same time as it
provides for a timely balancing of en-
vironmental and economic interests on
those rare occasions when the two are
irreconcilably in conflict. Both ele-
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ments are necessary if we are to have
a strong, workable act.

Mr. Speaker, as my colleagues con-

sider the Endangered Species Act, I
hope that they will bear in mind the
inestimable value of our wild natural
heritage.@
o Mr. EMERY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of HR. 6133 and urge my col-
leagues to approve this important leg-
islation, which was unanimously re-
ported out of the Merchant Marine
and Fisheries Committee.

The chairman of the Fisheries and
Wildlife Subcommittee, Mr. BREAUX,
and the ranking minority member, Mr.
FORSYTHE, are to be congratulated for
the hard work they and their staff
have done to bring to the floor this ex-
cellent piece of legislation, which pre-
serves the integrity of the Endangered
Species Act and reinforces congres-
sional commitment to the protection
of valuable flora and fauna in all parts
of the world.

The Endangered Species Act is ex-
tremely important to the preservation
of a balanced ecological system, and
H.R. 6133 maintains the real intent
and principles of the act. The law is
designed to preserve ecological com-
munities and preserve diversity, and
despite the potential for divisive con-
troversy which this topic has, the ef-
forts of all involved have resulted in a
bill which does not abrogate the cause
of protection of endangered species.

Obviously, extinction which occurs
as part of the historical process of nat-
ural selection is a fact with which we
should not tamper, but the question
before us today concerns not this nat-
ural extinction but rather the impact
of technological developments, urban
growth, and suburban expansion, on
the habitats of certain plant and
animal species. We must take responsi-
bility for our actions when they
impact on the destruction or preserva-
tion of a species.

The enactment of the ESA in 1973
was a major step forward in recogniz-
ing that responsibility, and in amend-
ing the law today, I believe we are con-
tinuing to act to protect and preserve
what are valuable contributions to a
balanced ecology and scientific re-
search efforts.

Again, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 6133 and insure the approval
of these amendments to the Endan-
gered Species Act.e
® Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the Endangered Species Act
Amendments, HR. 6133, and urge my
colleagues to vote for its passage.

The Endangered Species Act is one
of the world's strongest laws to pre-
vent species extinction. Many of its
supporters believed the act itself had
been targeted for extinction by those
who viewed it as an unwieldy and un-
workable approach to protecting our
natural heritage.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

However, our committee developed a
compromise bill which won the sup-
port of scientists, conservation groups,
wildlife managers, and industry. Along
with extending the act’s protection for
3 years, the bill makes a number of im-
portant  improvements in the law.
They include streamlining the listing
process for threatened and endan-
gered species, and requiring that list-
ing decisions be made solely on a scien-
tific, biological basis. In addition, the
bill gives highest priority in develop-
ment of recovery plans to species most
threatened by human activities in an
attempt to focus the law’s protections
where need is greatest.

My colleagues on the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries Committee are
to be commended for reporting this
measure and I urge its passage and
prompt enactment.e
® Mr. BAILEY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to express my
support for H.R. 6133, which would
amend and reauthorize the 1973 En-
dangered Species Act. I would also like
to commend Congressmen JoNES and
Breaux for their leadership and the
other members of the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries Committee for
reporting this bill to the floor.

As my colleagues who have studied
this bill are aware, in the past 300
years, approximately 150 species of
American birds and animals have
become extinct. Since the Endangered
Species Act became law in 1973, how-
ever, only one species has become ex-
tinet. The act has sueccessfully protect-
ed 756 species, 288 of which are on the
U.S. Endangered Species List, and it is
a model for international efforts to
protect imperiled animals and plants.

Under the Endangered Species Act,
Federal agencies and private firms re-
quiring Federal funds or permits must
insure that their activities do not jeop-
ardize the existence of an endangered
or threatened species or adversely
affect its critical habitat. The taking,
harming, or harassing of such species
are also prohibited. Before any poten-
tially harmful developments can take
place, the agencies involved must con-
sult with. the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service to determine how listed species
may be affected. Consultations rarely
result in the discontinuance of
projects; between 1979 and 1981, the
Service issued jeopardy decisions for
only about 2 percent of its consulta-
tions, and in the great majority of
these cases, a reasonable alternative
could be found. Consultations have
proven to be effective methods for in-
suring that endangered species are
protected while not causing undue
delay in the projects considered.

This protection of wildlife is a con-
cern which I share with the members
of the Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee, who have done a fine job
in their consideration of this bill. I
intend to add my support to H.R. 6133,
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and I urge all my colleagues to join me
in voting for this important legisla-
tion.e

@ Mrs. SCHNEIDER. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise in strong support of H.R, 6133, a
bill to reauthorize and amend the En-
dangered Species Act.

Species extinctions are now occur-
ring at a rate of one species every day.
This is a faster rate than at any other
time on our planet and will increase
unless we take strong action to halt
species extinction. This massive reduc-
tion in biological diversity strains the
health of our ecosystems and de-
creases our chances of discovering nat-
ural compounds of importance to med-
icine, industry, and agriculture.

The Endangered Species Act has
proven to be one of this Nation's most
important, innovative, and successful
environmental laws. Since its passage
in 1973, hundreds, if not thousands, of
Federal and private actions have been
modified to protect endangered spe-
cies. Many businesses, large and small,
have voluntarily adopted programs to
avoid harm to such species. Most
States have passed their own Endan-
gered Species Acts. And that act has
enabled the United States to begin a
successful effort to reduce illegal trade
in wildlife.

The provisions of H.R. 6133 will
insure that in the future, decisions re-
specting the listing of species will re-
flect credible, scientific judgments and
that species that are in fact threat-
ened or endangered will be promptly
so listed. The act provides ample op-
portunity subsequent to the listing of
a species to balance the benefits of
protecting a listed species against the
cost of doing so. Indeed, that is pre-
cisely the purpose of the exemption
process which Congress added in 1978
and which this bill further stream-
lines. This careful balancing must be
done at the exemption state, but it is
inappropriate and unnecessary at the
time of listing, when the only relevant
inquiry is the biological status of the
species. Under H.R. 6133, because bio-
logical considerations are to be the
sole determinants of listing decisions,
Executive Order 12291 and other au-
thorities requiring consideration of
nonbiological factors in agency rule-
making will have no application to the
listing process.

The amendments that H.R. 6133
makes to section 5 of the act will also
enable the Secretary of the Interior to
move quickly to consider the status of
many species that had previously been
proposed for listing but were with-
drawn because of the Secretary's in-
ability to comply with the onerous list-
ing procedures that we now abandon.
These species may now be considered
again for listing based on the best
available biological information with-
out regard to when that information
was developed. The Secretary deter-
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mined only a year and a half ago that
“sufficient information [is] on hand to
support the biological appropriate-
ness” of listing a large number of
these previously proposed species.
H.R. 6133 will enable the Secretary
promptly to repropose and list these
species.

Section 4—Convention Implementa-
tion—of H.R. 6133 constructively re-
solves the controversy over the ap-
peals court decision pertaining to
bobeat pelt exports under the Conven-
tion on International Trade in Endan-
gered Species (CITES). The compro-
mise language amending section 8A of
the Endangered Species Act strongly
upholds U.S. obligations to regulate
exports of wildlife species protected by
CITES (article IV). Moreover, the
compromise language selectively over-
turns that portion of the court’'s ruling
that specifically requires “reliable pop-
ulation estimates” for valid decisions
concerning permissible exports, and
stipulates that scientific authority
advice on exports shall be based upon
“the best available information de-
rived from professionally accepted
wildlife management practices.” The
use of available population estimates
is not excluded, but incorporated by a
broader and rigorous information
standard in H.R. 6133.

H.R. 6133 also contains a number of
provisions that will generally improve
the administration of the act by reduc-
ing delays or eliminating potentially
contradictory provisions. These

amendments include: first, a reduction
of over 50 percent in the time during

which an exemption application may
be considered; second, a time deadline
on consultations under section 7 of the
act that can be extended only with the
approval of a permit or license appli-
cant; and third, a provision which per-
mits the “taking’ of a species which
has been the subject of a no-jeopardy
section 7 finding if reasonable meas-
ures are taken to minimize the take.
Mr. Speaker, HLR. 6133 represents
an excellent package of amendments
to the Endangered Species Act. It
makes an already good law even more
practical and effective. It reaffirms
U.S. leadership in the protection of
threatened and endangered species. I
strongly support H.R. 6133 and urge
my colleagues to vote for it.e
@ Mr. BOWEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 6133, the reau-
thorization of the Endangered Species
Act. I particularly wish to commend
the subcommittee chairman, Mr.
Breavx, and the ranking minority
member of the subcommittee, Mr.
ForsyTHE, for their diligent and care-
ful work in bringing before this House
a bill that continues the commitment
our Nation made in 1973 to protecting
endangered animal and plant species.
Since its enactment in 1973, the En-
dangered Species Act has been the
keystone of our Nation’s effort to pro-
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tect animal and plant species that are

currently in danger of extinction or
that may become so in the foreseeable
future. The continued existence today
of many species can be attributed to
the act’s protection. H.R. 6133 contin-
ues the basic policies of the act.

The legislation which we consider
today is a delicate compromise be-
tween the legitimate concerns of the
environmental community and the
fears of others that the act could be
used to block projects essential for the
economic development and growth of
our Nation. I applaud the interested
parties for the cooperative spirit that
they have shown in negotiating the
final version of the legislation. As one
who has occasionally been critical of
the singleminded pursuit of environ-
mental considerations to the exclusion
of those for economic growth, I com-
mend the environmental community,
particularly the Endangered Species
Act Reauthorization Coordinating
Committee, for the attitude of reason-
ableness and practicality they have
shown.

H.R. 6133 presents a balanced com-
promise. To be sure, neither side has
secured all that it originally sought,
but both sides have won significant
parts of their original requests. The
result is a bill' that accepts the major
thrust of the 1978 and 1979 amend-
ments while incorporating some
changes which reflect our practical ex-
perience with the act after enactment
of those amendments.

Mr. speaker, we all recognize the
need to make minor modifications of
the act in order to make it work more
smoothly and effectively, but I think
our experience with the aet demon-
strates that it has generally been quite
successful in meeting its goals. To the
extent that problems have emerged,
they seem to come more from the im-
plementation of the aect by the Depart-
ment of the Interior than from defects
in the legislation itself.

Like many of my colleagues, I have
been distressed by the lack of action
by the current Interior Department in
listing species. When we made changes
in section 4 during the 1978 and 1979
amendments, we did not intend that
the new procedures be used as a device
for unnecessarily delaying decisions on
listing. H.R. 6133 removes the problem
of unnecessary delay by requiring the
Secretary of Interior to complete
action on a listing proposal within 1
year of the publication of the propos-
al. Furthermore, the Secretary must
act on a petition for listing within 180
days. These provisions should solve
the listing problems we have been en-
countering recently.

I remain convinced that the designa-
tion of critical habitat, along with its
accompanying economic analysis, is a
necessary part of the balancing of in-
terests required by the act. I am thus
pleased that H.R. 6133 retains the con-
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cept of critical habitat and requires
the designation of critical habitat
within a limited period of time follow-
ing listing in those instances where
habitat designation cannot occur con-
current with listing. Designation of
critical habitat furthers both the con-
cerns of development groups (who
thus are better able to evaluate the
risk of a proposed project) and envi-
ronmentalists (who thus know better
where to focus their efforts at protec-
tion and recovery).

I am also glad that H.R. 6133 retains
the basic elements of the section 7 ex-
emption process, and I endorse the
provisions for early consultation as
well as for streamlining the actual
time required by the exemption proc-
ess. I continue to feel, as I did when
we passed the amendments in 1978
and 1979, that there must be an ex-
emption from the act for those
projects which are vital to the eco-
nomic growth and prosperity of the
country but which unfortunately con-
flict with the prohibitions of the act.
H.R. 6133 recognizes the need for such
an exemption and facilitates the work-
ing of the section 7 process, cutting by
roughly half the amount of time
during which an exemption applica-
tion may be considered.

H.R. 6133 also strengthens the role
of professional State wildlife manage-
ment officials and it likewise strength-
ens the position of the States in oper-
ating their wildlife management pro-
grams. These changes reflect the view
that most States are trying to run pro-
fessional management programs and
that State officials are sometimes
more familiar with the particular wild-
life problems in their States than are
Federal officials.

Mr. Speaker, as I indicated earlier,
the bill before us today is a carefully
crafted eompromise, arrived at after
extensive negotiation with interested
parties. Having worked long hours
with my colleagues on the Subcommit-
tee on Fisheries and Wildlife Conser-
vation and the Environment in draft-
ing the 1978 and 1979 amendments, I
am particularly pleased that this bill
was much easier to negotiate than
those earlier ones were. I feel that
H.R. 6133 offers a reasonable ap-
proach to reauthorization of this im-
portant act, and I heartily endorse it.@
® Mr. BONKER. Mr. Speaker, 1 wish
to support passage of H.R. 6133, the
Endangered Species Reauthorization
Act.

As chairman of the House Foreign
Affairs Subcommittee that oversees
the U.S. voluntary contribution to the
Secretariat of the Convention on
International Trade in Endangered
Species (CITES), I am particularly in-
terested in those sections of the bill re-
lating to the implementation of
CITES. The House Foreign Affairs
Committee has long been committed
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to improved implementation of, and
broader adherence to CITES, whose
negotiation the United States initiated
nearly a decade ago. Seventy-seven
countries are now parties to CITES.
The Convention represents the most
comprehensive multilateral effort to
protect species threatened by overex-
ploitation through international trade.
The 1973 Endangered Species Act pro-
motes U.S. implementation of the
international agreement, and stands as
an example to other countries seeking
to protect and to maintain the integri-
ty of their species diversity.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to commend my
distinguished colleague, Mr. BREAUX,
chairman of the Merchant Marine
Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wild-
life Conservation and the Environ-
ment, for his outstanding leadership
during consideration of this legisla-
tion. I urge my colleagues to support
H.R. 6133.@
® Mr. DYSON. Mr. Speaker, the En-
dangered Species Act, as presently
conceived, is, in my opinion, a mecha-
nism whereby we can attempt to pre-
serve the diversity of nature and the
as yet unknown riches that diversity
has to offer us, while at the same time
allow us to get on about our business
of living and working in a complex
modern society.

Critical to the problem of maintain-
ing species diversity is the time previ-
ously taken in the listing or determi-
nation of whether a species is endan-
gered or threatened. It is believed that
no single day goes by without another
species becoming extinct somewhere in
the world. The rate of extinction is in-
creasing, expected to reach 10,000 per
year by the end of this decade. By the
year 2000, fully 20 percent of the spe-
cies now on Earth will have disap-
peared. The provisions in this amend-
ed act specifying that a decision be
made within 1 year of a proposed list-
ing appears to me to be a positive
means of retarding the rate of extine-
tion.

Similarly, the section 7 exemption
process which has proven in the past
to be an effective means of reconcilia-
tion between an endangered species
and economic development has been
streamlined and shortened from a
maximum of 360 days to 170 days.
This acceleration will go far toward re-
lieving the frustrations and expenses
formerly experienced by permit appli-
cants by allowing them to enter earlier
into the planning phase of a project.

The Endangered Species Act of 1973
focused the attention of the entire
world on the problem of its diminish-
ing living resources. The United States
has provided leadership in this impor-
tant area and the act has served as a
model worthy of emulation. The En-
dangered Species Act, as amended, will
continue to serve that role by demon-
strating a clear commitment by this
Nation to maintaining the diversity of
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life while still permitting human and
industrial development.

The bald eagle and the peregrine
falcon are all part of the environment
of Chesapeake Bay in Maryland,
which I represent. Even the small Del-
marva fox squirrel is an integral part
of a complex environmental system,
impossible to evaluate economically,
but part of the richness of the region.
The Endangered Species Act, as
amended, will insure their continui-
ty.e

Mr. FORSYTHE. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I have no further requests
for time, and I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. Jones) that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 6133,
as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

The title of the bill was amended so
as to read: “A bill to amend the En-
dangered Species Act of 1973."

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERMISSION FOR CERTAIN
MEMBERS OF COMMITTEE ON
THE BUDGET TO SUBMIT
AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE
OF A SUBSTITUTE TO HOUSE
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
352, FIRST CONCURRENT RESO-
LUTION ON THE BUDGET,
FISCAL YEAR 1983

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that Representa-
tive Jones of Oklahoma and Repre-
sentative Larra of Ohio each have
until 6 p.m. today to submit an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute to
the concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 352) revising the congressional
budget for fiscal year 1982 and setting
forth the congressional budget for
fiscal year 1983, for printing in today’s
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

Copies of these amendments should
also be submitted to the Committee on
Rules by 6 p.m.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Louisiana?

There was no objection.

VALUE OF THE WORK ETHIC

(Mr. DAN DANIEL asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. DAN DANIEL. Mr. Speaker, this
is the time of year when people of our
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generation appear before people of a
younger generation—those who are
graduating from high school or from
college. We either advise them that
the world is their oyster just waiting
to be devoured or alternatively, the
world is a jungle just waiting to
devour them. Such advice is valid in
both instances. Unfortunately what
we generally forget to do is tell these
young people how to deal with the
world in such a manner that the out-
come will more closely resemble the
former than the latter. On May 29,
Mr. R. E. Mercer, president and chief
operating officer of the Goodyear Tire
& Rubber Co., addressed the graduat-
ing class of Averett College in Dan-
ville, Va., and did just that.

Mr. Mercer brought home to Aver-
ett’s 1982 graduate some of the cold
realities as to why the world they are
entering is something less than a red
airport upon which they can stroll
into a ftrouble-free futures and it
would do us well to ponder these
things ourselves. Lowering interest
rates is not the be-all-and-end-all of
economic recovery. We must rediscov-
er as well the importance to ourselves
and to our national well-being the
value of the work ethic, the impor-
tance of quality in performance and
product, if we are to complete in world
markets. The significance of integrity
in our public and private lives is an im-
perative if we are to meet the chal-
lenge of world leadership.

Mr. Mercer was an excellent choice
of speaker but this is not surprising
for he was chosen by Dr. Howard Lee,
president of Averett, a gentleman
whose life and professional career has
revealed those fine qualities Mr.
Mercer extolled.

I commend Mr. Mercer's address to
your reading and include it in the
REecorbp as follows:

Good morning, Dr. Lee’s introduction re-
minds me of another time I was to address a
group of college students. The professor
who was to introduce me asked beforehand
what I would like him to say. With custom-
ary modesty I replied, ‘“Please, just keep it
short.”

He took me at my word, and put me on
the stage in one sentence: I understand that
“the less said about Mr. Mercer, the better.”

Dr. Lee was considerably more generous.
But I wish he had mentioned my qualifica-
tions as one with something of value to say
to this graduating class of 1982.

He could have described me as something
of an authority on education. After all, I
have five children, the first one of whom I
sent off to college in 1967. I hope to see the
fifth one get his degree in 1990—that’s a 23-
year span of significant contribution to
higher education, the Coca-Cola Co., and
Levi Strauss.

That'’s not all: I offer my children counsel-
ing whenever I see the need for it—some of
which they occasionally accept—with for-
bearance, if not gratitude.

And in return, they give me a glimpse of
the world as seen without bifocals.
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Their views of the world differ consider-
ably from those I had when I flipped the
tassle on my own mortarboard 36 years ago
and prepared to clean up the mess my elders
had made of the world.

But I suspect that my class and your class
have that ideal in common. In fact, you may
well be thinking that senior businessmen
like me have left you a pretty sad economy.

There's a story about baseball hall-of-
famer Frankie Frisch who closed out his
career as a player-manager.

In one game, a rookie second baseman was
having a really bad day, dropping ground
balls, missing double plays and making bad
throws. He couldn’t do anything right.

Finally, Frisch had all he could take. He
ran onto the field, grabbed the rookie’s
glove, and took over second himself.

Frisch promptly made three straight
errors. He stomped back to the dugout and
yelled at the rookie: “You've got second
base so messed up nobody can play it!”

Whatever the reason, whoever deserves
the credit or blame, the world in 1982 is
vastly different from a business standpoint
than the one confronting the class of 1946.

In my opinion, you are entering a world
that is thrashing in the throes of a second
industrial revolution.

Many of the same forces that spread Eng-
land's industrial revolution to western
Europe and the United States in the 19th
century are at work transforming the face
of industry as we approach the 21st century.

In the broad sense, the forces behind this
revolution are identical to those that drove
the first: Technological and managerial in-
novations.

Where the physical wares of the first rev-
olution were the flying shuttle, the steam
engine, the sewing machine, and the spin-
ning Jenny, today, it's the semiconductor,
the memory chip, the robot, and yes, even
an upcoming Japanese version of pac man.

Rather than the autocratic, paternalistic
and often adversarial managerial styles born
of the first revolution, we are moving
toward participative management where
manager and employee work together to set
objectives and solve problems.

The geography of the first industrial revo-
lution was essentially of the western world.
The second is different. Think about it: The
watch you'll be looking at if I talk too long
probably was made overseas;, so was the
camera your parents will be using to snap
your picture in your cap and gown; like the
stereo that helped you concentrate on your
studies as you listened to the top 40; and,
the TV that helped you keep up with Gen-
eral Hospital.

Few of these are coming from Europe.

While the needs and the markets of the
United States and Europe propelled the
first revolution, the second is being powered
by countries in Asia, Africa and South
America in their struggle for the affluence
we've enjoyed for so long.

Does this mean that because more want to
share in the pie, we must accept a smaller
portion, a less tasty slice? No, on both
counts.

It does mean we can no longer rest on our
laurels. That we, too must face new realities
and new challenges.

We must shake ourselves out of our com-
placency and into competitive shape again
with the same burning desire to invent, to
innovate, to excel, to win as did our fore-
bears in the years that followed the inven-
tion of the telephone and telegraph.

At one time, U.8. industry could claim to
be consistently first among the world’s ma-
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chine tool builders, a producer of 47 percent
of the world’s raw steel, and the dominant
producer of automobiles accounting for
three-fourths of the world total. That was
in 1950.

By 1970, Americans were making only 20
percent of the world's raw steel and a third
of the world’s autos. And our machine tool
builders were down to third place.

Today's statistics unfortunately show the
U.S. has slipped even further. You no longer
can buy an American-made radio or black-
and-white TV set; 40 percent of our color
TV’'s are imported; we account now for only
18 percent of the world's steel production,
and, close to my heart, only 25 percent of
world tire production, a six-point slip since
1972.

Here in Danville—headquarters of world-
known Dan River Mills—the textile and
clothing industries also have given up some
of their market to foreign firms. One of
every seven articles of clothing we buy is
now imported.

What happened? It would be easy to point
to the Arab oil embargo of 1973 and say
that was the start of our decline. Actually,
the embargo was mostly an alarm bell that
alerted us to a situation that had been de-
veloping for some time.

Namely, that the U.S. no longer had many
of the competitive advantages we had long
taken for granted.

Not only in oil, but in many raw materials.
For example at present the U.S. has no do-
mestic production of chrome, manganese or
platinum. The major sources of these are
southern Africa and the Soviet Union.

Nor do we produce cobalt. That comes
from two newly independent countries in
central Africa—Zaire and Zambia.

Of the more than 60 commodities listed as
essential to our national security, two-thirds
are metals and minerals. We are self-suffi-
cient in only two minerals—molybdenum
and magnesium.

When the alarm went off, we opened our
eyes to the fact that we no longer set the
rules for international commerce, nor had
unlimited access to and use of the world's
resources. We are indeed dependent on
other countries of the world.

That realization made more acute our
awareness that our plants and equipment
were not kept as modern as they might have
been * * * that we had been crippling our-
selves with regulation and punitive tax-
ation—creating lethargy and draining the
supply of capital needed for new equipment,
productivity, and catch-up technology.

Our first reaction was to take a defeatist
attitude, throw up our hands and begin talk-
ing about a no-growth economy.

We started to turn that attitude around,
though, in 1980 when we expressed our na-
tional resolve by electing an administration
committed to pumping new life into our na-
tional competitive stature.

Now that we have expressed that resolve,
we are trying to return to sound economic
policies that encourse investment and
growth, and we are finding that the road
back is a lot longer than the downhill course
we had been traveling.

The media reports on our uphill struggle
daily—high interest rates, unemployment,
sagging industry, lagging productivity. So
where are we now on that road to recovery?

Perhaps a fitting odometer for us is our
own automobile industry, upon which our
economy has depended upon so heavily as
the provider of one in every six jobs in the
country over the years.

We know that U.S. cars today match—and
in some cases beat—the fuel efficiency of
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imports. We know that the fit and finish of
American cars has made tremendous strides,
and that many of the designs and ride quali-
ties truly are more pleasing than those
coming from overseas.

Despite that, the portion of the U.S. new
car market claimed by imports continues to
rise and is now at 30 percent. Detroit ex-
pects to build less than 6 million cars in
1982, the lowest level in twenty years.

Interest rates and sticker shock, not to
mention the current state of the economy,
certainly provide part of the explanation.
But I'm convinced that our shaken confi-
dence is still far lower than circumstances
warrant.

Perhaps the late Sam Goldwyn of Metro-
Goldwyn-Mayer provided the right analysis
several years ago when he was commenting
on why there had been a sharp drop in
moyie attendance. Sam said at the time,
“When people don't go to the movies, you
can’t stop them."”

If Sam were alive today, he would prob-
ably look at Detroit and say, “When people
don’t buy cars, you can't stop them.”

Whatever, our auto industry, our steel in-
dustry, and many others have a real chal-
lenge ahead in regaining the competitive ad-
vantages once taken for granted by virtually
every business in the United States.

The rubber industry is no exception.

We multiply each imported car by four or
five tires lost to foreign manufacturers.
That'’s a rather large bite out of our produc-
tion schedules.

The pinch that is hitting many U.S. pock-
ets has slowed the replacement tire market,
even though all those baldies on the older
cars eventually will mean new tire sales for
somebody.

And frankly, radial tires wear longer than
bias tires, the big sellers in the past. But
that’'s progress. In the long term, Good-
year's leadership in radials will pay off
throughout our operations, including here
in Danville.

Since 1975, nineteen tire plants in the
United States have closed their doors—a
loss of more than 19 thousand jobs.

General Tire recently announced it will
close its Akron Truck tire plant, idling 15
hundred more rubber workers, and that will
be number 20.

Painful as this is for the employees and
the companies concerned—it is part of a
shakeout that had to be. Great tire and
rubber company names in the past no
longer can stand on their history. They no
longer can afford to be anything less than
efficlent, productive, and competitive.
Names like Michelin of France and Bridges-
tone of Japan have removed those options.

These foreign firms and others represent
very tough competition, and they have some
advantages like lower wage rates, tax subsi-
dies, and particularly in the case of Bridges-
tone, a work force that has entirely differ-
ent habits from those that we have allowed
ourselves in the United States.

Until recent years, a foreign-made tire on
cars coming out of Detroit was a rarity. But
during the four-month long strike against
the rubber industry in 1976, Michelin made
real inroads into our original equipment and
replacement tire markets.

Bridgestone, although not a strong a force
in the U.S. auto tire market right now, is
giving us fits in the large earthmover tire
market, and is looked on as a major chal-
lenger in all tire markets in the future.

Bridgestone recently agreed to buy Fire-
stone’s radial truck tire plant in Nashville,
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which will give it its first U.S. production fa-
cility, competing with the Danville plant.

Before I sound to discouraging, I better
add that Goodyear recognized about ten
years ago that our ultimate competition in
the U.S. and elsewhere would be Michelin
and Bridgestone. We believed, and we said
so at the time, that to stay in the tire busi-
ness, U.S. companies would have to be will-
ing to compete on an international basis,
and that those who did not accept this
would fall by the wayside.

So while others pulled in their horns in
the mid seventies, rather than make heavy
investments to increase their efficiency, we
went ahead with plans to become the lead-
ing radial tire producer.

Goodyear’s response to the early signs of
a changing world industrial order can be il-
lustrated by our efforts right here in Dan-
ville.

The sprawling radial truck tire plant here
demonstrates that we have indeed accepted
the revolutionary fact that America does
not corner the market any more on inven-
tions and technology.

The radial tire concept came from over-
seas and very honestly we had some catch-
ing up to do. A foreign radial truck tire
manufacturer had invaded our American
market and was making fast headway, virtu-
ally without competition.

The $151 million that we have invested in
the past 10 years at Danville is in direct re-
sponse to competition from abroad, not the
U.S. Today, the Danville plant ranks as one
of the company's most efficient and most
technologically capable plants in the world.
We no longer take a back seat to anyone
with our radial truck tire line. We have
proven that the American spirit to compete
and to win, along with the risks and guts to
back it up, are still within the ranks of both
management and employees.

The Danville commitment along with
others we made in our worldwide operations
helped us become the first rubber company
in the world in 1981 to reach and exceed the
$9 billion sales level. We also had record
profits. This in a year when much of the
world was in recession.

In my opinion, there will be many more
success stories in American industry in the
years ahead.

But at the present time, much of our busi-
ness and industry is still engaged in reorga-
nizing their assets and their priorities—re-
shaping them, if you will, for the second in-
dustrial revolution.

To you students leaving your classrooms
in the spring of 1982, this means a very com-
petitive job market in which to make your
entry.

In Goodyear we can measure how tight
the job market is by how many employment
offers we make to sign up one new employ-
ee. In good times, we'll make five offers to
land one new college grad; this year, it's
closer to two to one. We knéow what you've
been going through.

It is likely that many of you will find
yourselves competing for jobs, not only with
other American graduates, but in some cases
with non-Americans educated in the U.S.
and abroad.

Whether you enter business, education or
any other field—your challenge is to build
on the fine education you have received
here at Averett College to compete in the
new arena of a one-world economy.

Regardless of the role you wind up play-
ing on the world stage, it will be incumbent
upon you to help make our goods, our serv-
ices, our technology and our -efficiency
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equal to or better than those available from
other nations.

And if I might assume my fatherly role
for a moment, I want to offer just three
gems on “making it"” in the 80's.

First gem: Maintain and nourish your per-
sonal integrity. Disregard the cynics who
say integrity doesn’t count anymore. It does.
It is a commodity that will be recognized
now, as in the past.

Gem No. 2. Get along with the people you
work with. You don’t have to be the office
patsy to do this. But about 95 percent of
what yvou do will depend on cooperation
with others. The remaining five is the maxi-
mum for sulking, ego trips, or temper tan-
trums.

And the third gem: Hold onto your mortar
boards. Put in a hard day's work, whatever
your field, it’s the best competitive weapon
at your disposal.

There you have the formula—integrity,
getting along with others, a hard day's
work.

I wouldn't be surprised if some of you are
asking, "What'’s new about that? It's old
stuff.”

The same advice, or something similar,
probably has been served up at more than
one graduation since 19486.

But despite all the differences between
your generation and mine, all the change
that has taken place in the world we live in,
the points remain valid.

In fact, they likely are of more value now
than then, if we are to pull together in com-
peting with other nations embracing differ-
ent cultures, customs and languages.

As you begin your careers in the '80's,
your personal courage, initiative, ability to
communicate, sense of teamwork, your per-
sonal commitment and your dedication to
your work—in whatever field you choose—
will count more than ever.

To perform and compete effectively, we
need leaders and followers possessing those
qualities as the second industrial revolution
reshapes the American relationships among
industry, labor and government. We will, of
necessity, put to rest the historically adver-
sarial nature of those relationships.

Industry, labor and government—with a
healthy respect and a checkmate skepticism
of the other—must and will forge a new alli-
ance in the common interest of preserving
and improving our American way of life.

You can help make it happen.

Thank you.

ILLINOIS CLERGYMEN PROTEST
BUDGET CUTS FOR A SOCIAL
SERVICES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. SAVAGE) is
recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Speaker, as a new
Member I am slowly discovering that
there is a substantial portion of our
work that is rather routine, and so
there comes a great joy when some-
thing dramatic and of great signifi-
cance occurs. So I rise because on this
day we have with us some 30 members
of the clergy.

These members of the clergy from
Chicago are here concerned about the
material facets and the material di-
mensions of the spiritual crisis that
our Nation now faces. I understand
that they come out of a deep response
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to the concerns expressed in their con-
gregations and their communities for
the elderly who are afraid that social
security will be changed, that medi-
care will be tampered with, or that
medicaid will be cut, and who are con-
cerned that their checks with this
Government to provide for its aged
may one day be stamped and re-
turned—*“Insufficient funds.”

I understand that they are here con-
cerned about the families in their con-
gregations and in their communities,
the families some of whom unfortu-
nately rely on aid to families with de-
pendent children, and they are con-
cerned about the cuts that could be
made in the budget that we will be dis-
cussing this week.

They are here in the great Christian
tradition to feed the hungry. They are
concerned about the full cuts in food
stamps in the last budget. And will the
cuts become even deeper in fiscal year
1983?

They are concerned indeed about
the least of us, the children of those
who have worked hard and who qual-
ify for college training and who just
need a little help—not a handout but a
handup, a loan perhaps here or a
grant there. They are concerned that
a cut in our present budget will be pro-
posed to cut further in the budget
that will come before us on this floor
later this week.

They are concerned indeed about
the small ones who have suffered cuts
in school nutrition programs; they are
worried that our Nation is following
wrong priorities; they are worried that
we may adopt a budget by which we
will further increase the funds for kill-
ing and further reduce those for
human needs.

And that is where, of course, the
clergy should be, and that is where all
Americans, regardless of race, regard-
less of creed, must recognize the kind
of spiritual crisis that we face.

We are all in it together. If social se-
curity is cut for one, it is cut for all.
Education jeopardized for one is edu-
cation jeopardized for all.

There was a statement once made by
a great Member of this Congress who
went on to become Vice President of
this land. That was Hubert Hum-
phrey, who once said that you could
judge the moral make of a nation by
how it treated those at the dawn of
life, how it treats those in the shadows
of life, and how it treats those in the
twilight of life—the young among us,
the ill and needy among us, and the el-
derly.

I think that during this week this
Nation will stand before its judgment,
and the people of this Nation and the
leadership of such concerned clergy-
men need to begin to write their Con-
gressmen and need to begin to lobby
their Congressmen and ask them
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which side they are on. Which side are
they on?

These ministers are going to lobby
tomorrow. They are going to visit
members of my State delegation, the
delegation of the State of Illinois,
which has not always been together,
and they will ask them those pertinent
questions. Where will they stand on a
budget this week if it proposes to in-
crease defense spending at the ex-
pense of domestic needs? They will ask
them this week: Are they going to in-
crease the deficit in this Nation’s
budget which tends to keep interest
rates high and feed inflation? Are they
going to vote to increase the deficit in
order to build more arms to kill?

They will try to plead with them in
righteousness. They will plead with
them to harken to a more righteous
set of priorities, and I hope and have
faith that their pleas may be heard for
the benefit of all.

But whether heard or not, for we
live in a time when it seems that ears
are often hardened, whether heard or
not, the record must show that they
were here this day and pleaded for a
right course to be taken by this
Nation.

I understand, unfortunately, that

the debate on the budget may not be
resumed on tomorrow because of the
illness of the Rules Committee chair-
man, and it may not be debated until
Thursday. But in a way that could be
a blessing also because it will give
Members longer to consider the pleas

that will be made to them on tomor-
row. If only more clergy from across
this land would come to plead for
human needs and to put the people
above war and profits in this great
Nation.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SAVAGE. I yield to my dear
friend and honored colleague, the gen-
tleman from the First District of Illi-
nois, Mr. HAROLD WASHINGTON.

0 1430

Mr. WASHINGTON. I want to com-
mend the distinguished gentleman in
the well for bringing about this special
order so that we might address our-
selves to several very serious questions
which affect not only the First and
Second Congressional Districts in the
State of Illinois, but congressional dis-
tricts throughout the entire country,
and which reverberate around the
world in their implications. I want to
commend the ministers and religious
leaders for coming to Washington,
D.C., from Chicago, because I gather
they are here to bear witness against
some of the things that are happening
in this administration, to give stark
testimony by their presence, and also
to protest the drift to which this coun-
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try is being led by the present adminis-
tration, and, of course, followed by
this very Congress.

The gentleman from Illinois, Mr.
Savace, has addressed himself to the
inordinate budget cuts which we are
suffering. He has alluded to the bur-
geoning defense budget, which this
country cannot afford and which is
vulgar in its propensities and sends out
the wrong signals throughout the
world.

He is concerned, obviously, and he
alluded to the fact that the tax breaks
that are going on are inordinately
geared to fattening the coffers of the
wealthy and the corporate giants and
international cartels of this world.
Perhaps he did not touch on one sub-
ject which, when we finally get down
to it, might be more important in
terms of the invidiousness and the in-
sidiousness of all of these budget cuts.
That is the massive assault upon the
civil rights of people in this country.

There has been a steady trend in
these encroachments over the past
year and a half. Perhaps the best
known is the attempt of this adminis-
tration to reverse a longstanding prac-
tice of denying tax exemptions to
public or private institutions which
discriminate because of race, creed, or
color. This has thrown that whole
business into a quagmire and confront-
ed the Congress with the matter, when
actually the Congress has assumed, as
every person in this country had as-
sumed, that there can be no tax ex-
emptions as a matter of public policy
for institutions which discriminate.

The assault upon the rules of the
Office of Federal Contract Compliance
programs, and the change in the
standards of that agency will make it
possible for people to get contracts
with the Federal Government and to
in turn discriminate against some of
the people who pay the taxes used to
pay these contractors for doing busi-
ness with the Federal Government.

The Commission on Civil Rights has
suffered RIF's and cuts in its budget
which will make it very difficult for
that agency to do its job, while at the
same time, the administration has re-
leased from the leadership of that fine
agency Arthur Flemming, who has to
be considered the conscience and the
godfather of the civil rights effort of
the Federal Government.

The Equal Employment Opportuni-
ty Commission RIF's and budget cut-
backs have made it impossible for that
agency to continue to do its fine work
of investigating and attempting to ne-
gotiate discrimination in employment
on the basis of race, color, creed, or
sex, religion, national origin, age, or
handicap.

The near destruction is a shame. I
say destruction because there have
been drastic cutbacks in the services
and limitations on the jurisdiction of
the Legal Services Corporation, cut-
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ting back class action suits, telling
people, in effect, that in this country
you have a right, but a limited
remedy. By telling people that there
no longer will be a teakettle with a
whistle to let out the steam, we are
going to have people who will blow up.
It is a very dangerous, dangerous situ-
ation. This administration has moved
in that direction dragging its feet on
voting rights.

One would assume that this country,
if it has anything and is dedicated to
anything, it is a long-standing contin-
ual development and expansion of the
franchise to the point where every
person in this country should have the
untrammeled right to vote and have
that vote counted regardless of race,
color, or creed. That is what this coun-
try has stood for, and that is what
every President in my lifetime has
stood for. But yet this President,
through legerdemain and every other
kind of way of obfuscating the matter,
has thrown away the Voting Rights
Act into a quagmire.

As to affirmative action, the U.S. at-
torney and head of the Civil Rights
Division have time and time again said
that they are going to turn their back
on affirmative action, one of the only
simple, fine, effective tools that has
been devised to make certain that mi-
norities and women can escalate them-
selves up the economic ladder in this
country.

On desegregation, the President has
turned his back and has stated his cat-
egorical refusal to follow a long line of
Supreme Court cases which have made
it very clear, that desegregation and
affirmative action are the law of this
land.

I commend the gentleman from Illi-
nois, Mr. Savacg, and these fine minis-
ters from the city of Chicago for
coming down here to bear witness to
and to protest against this kind of en-
croachment, not only upon human
services and human rights and educa-
tion, but also upon the whole pano-
rama of human rights, not to mention
that which I have not touched upon,
the danger of civil liberties in this
country.

If ever there was a time where the
religious community of this country
must speak up, it is now, and the gen-
tleman is to be commended and the
ministers are to be commended for
being here today.

Mr. Speaker, I include my prepared
statement and the following informa-
tion in the RECORD.

Evidence about the damage caused
by the administration’s fiscal year
1982 budget continues to mount. For
example, sharp cutbacks on services,
and increasing unemployment. In fact,
when President Reagan took office in
January 1981, the unemployment rate
was 7.4 percent. Last month it reached
a high of 9.5 percent, leaving over 10-
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million Americans out of work. Black
unemployment jumped from 17.3 per-
cent to 18 percent in March of this
year. Corporations have not shown a
profit, and instead of creating more
jobs with the tax breaks they received,
they have used their excess cash to
gobble up other companies.

There were major cuts in health
care spending including a number of
changes in health programs, such as
cost-sharing and reimbursement
changes under the medicare program,
a limit of Federal medicaid reimburse-
ments, and phaseout of a number of
smaller programs, such as Federal sup-
port for health planning, health main-
tenance organizations, reductions in
support for health professions and
nursing education programs. The cost
of medical care services has increased
10.8 percent this year, and prices for
hospital services increased 14.8 per-
cent.

The level of services previously pro-
vided by the Federal Government has
been drastically cut in ways that espe-
cially hurt poor people, older people,
handicapped people, and those on
fixed incomes.

In spite of this, even more cuts are
planned. In all areas of the country,
the fiscal year 1983 budget proposals
affecting AFDC, food stamps, energy
assistance, medicaid, and housing as-
sistance programs will make poverty a
moere severe and permanent condition
for millions of low-income families. We
will see reduced funding to the supple-
mental food program for women, in-
fants, and children, establishing in its
place an expanded block grant.

The proposed budget will not
produce anticipated cost savings for
the Federal Government. These cuts
have nothing to do with balancing the
budget or helping the economy. All
they’ll do is punish poor people, who
will endure greater poverty.

According to the Census Bureau, in
1980, 13 percent of the population, or
29.3 million people, had incomes below
the poverty level. This includes 15.7
percent of those over age 65, 32.5 per-
cent of black and 25.7 percent of His-
panic families.

We foresee proposed changes in reg-
ulations under title VI and IX of the
Civil Rights Act, which would limit
the forms of discrimination prohibited
by the act, permit certain forms of
direct student aid to go to discrimina-
tory schools, and permit schools re-
ceiving Government grants to discrimi-
nate in programs not directly funded
by the Federal Government. These
changes would significantly limit ecivil
rights protections by redefining what
constitutes a violation, and by limiting
the definition of who has standing to
challenge violations that occur.

The existence of the Legal Services
Corporation is being threatened, while
in the meantime, has been severely
limited in its ability to bring class
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action suits against the States on
behalf of poor people challenging dis-
crimination. Anyone advocating major
changes on civil rights enforcement
from within the administration, has to
understand that, in the aftermath of
such clear disasters as the IRS tax ex-
emption proposals for discriminatory
private schools, the administration has
no credibility on these issues.

Briefly, other issues facing severe
cuts are in the area of education. An
additional cut is being proposed of 24
percent in the Federal per pupil ex-
penditure for title I, which supports
special education programs for educa-
tionally disadvantaged children in low-
income schools.

In addition to the administration’s
proposed cuts, the Department of
Education has cuts of its own planned
for title I. The Department of Educa-
tion is considering using 1970 census
data in calculating ESEA title I allot-
ments to the States. This would result
in the loss of hundreds of millions of
dollars for States throughout the
country in title I funds.

Additional reductions of 19 percent
in educational assistance to handi-
capped children has been proposed.
This would affect 4.5 million handi-
capped children, and reduce the aver-
age per pupil Federal contribution
from $246 to $180, or T percent of av-
erage student costs.

Additional cuts of 32 percent in vo-
cational rehabilitation programs, and
the elimination of 36 percent of the
number of individuals participating in
the programs, has been called for,
along with a 32-percent reduction in
Federal aid for vocational and adult
education. There will be reductions in
bilingual education assistance by 32
percent, and the elimination of all li-
brary program funds, including public,
college, and research libraries.

A number of changes are being
pushed for aid to higher education, in-
cluding large reductions in Pell grants
and other direct aid to college stu-
dents, as well as significant increases
in the cost of borrowing money
through guaranteed student loans. If
the administration succeeds in elimi-
nating the graduate student loan pro-
gram, or in charging commercial inter-
est rates for student loans, then large
numbers of minority students will be
forced out of higher education. All of
the traditionally black colleges esti-
mate that they would have to close
their doors, and almost no blacks or
other minority students would be able
to attend graduate school. We can also
expect that teacher training programs
would be eliminated at most colleges
since high commercial interest rates
plus loan initiation fees would elimi-
nate the credit eligibility of everyone
except those students with limited fi-
nancial need.

It is no coincidence that efforts to
defund public education come at a
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time when minority students repre-
sent a majority of the public school
population in many cities. The Counecil
of Great City Schools, an association
of 28 of the Nation’s largest school
systems, estimates that of the 5 mil-
lion students in these 28 systems, 75
percent are minority, and 30 percent
have incomes below the poverty levels
in those areas—30 percent cuts have
been proposed in direct funding to
these schools, which will increase to 40
percent over the next 2 years, when in-
flation is factored in.

I oppose these cuts, because they are
shortsighted and unnecessary in terms
of the economic resources of this
country. I think they also represent a
fundamental reversal of the TU.S.
policy of providing access to quality
health care and education, and a rea-
sonable standard of living for all
people.

RETREAT ON CIVIL RIGHTS BY THE REAGAN

ADMINISTRATION

The Reagan administration has set-
tled down for a no-holds barred fight
to strip us of every gain we have made
over the last 30 years. Time after time,
on issues like the Voting Rights Act
extension, and the tax status of dis-
criminatory private schools, the ad-
ministration has refused to accept
moderate positions, even where those
positions were clearly shared by over-
whelming majorities of the Congress
and the American people.

The administration is encouraging
attempts to amend the Constitution to
prohibit affirmative action and busing
to achieve desegregation.

They have also supported a variety
of legislative attempts to restrict the
jurisdiction of the Federal courts, and
to limit the sorts of actions that courts
and Federal agencies can take to
remedy discrimination.

The Reagan administration supports
efforts to restrict the ability of minori-
ties and the poor to get into court to
bring cases before administrative agen-
cies, and to participate in the political
process. Examples include Reagan’s
attempt to abolish the Legal Services
Corporation, to reduce attorneys' fee
provisions in civil rights cases, to abol-
ish VISTA, whose workers often made
poor people conscious of rights they
did not know they had, and to weaken
the Voting Rights Act of 1965.

To this, add a number of technical
changes being sought, such as shifting
burdens of proof and insisting that
intent be proven in civil rights cases.

The Reagan team has promoted the
use of affirmative discretion to avoid
reaching, or allowing a court to reach,
findings of discrimination. This tactic
is especially apparent in recent school
desegregation cases, such as Houston,
where the Justice Department has re-
fused to appeal bad lower court rul-
ings, even though there was a strong
likelihood of winning on appeal. Add
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to this a policy of funding cuts at key
enforcement agencies—for example, 40
percent of the Chicago regional
OFCCP office has been cut—and delib-
erately induced personnel chaos
within the civil rights enforcement
programs.

Stage II of the Reagan plan calls for
turning the management of Federal
programs over to the States—in the
form of block grants—with the under-
standing that State legislatures, given
the choice, will by and large refuse to
support programs which benefit mi-
norities and the poor.

The Reagan team knows full well
that black folks and poor folks will be
isolated within those States, and in
most cases, powerless to do anything
about it.

The strength that we mustered na-
tionally, cannot be duplicated in 50
separate State capitals throughout the
country. And each of the legislative
battles and court cases we won, which
applied to the entire country, will now
have to be fought piecemeal in 50 sep-
arate State court systems or, at best,
in 11 Federal circuits.

Take enforcement of titles VI and
IX of the 1964 Civil Rights Act. Title
VI states that:

No person in the United States shall, on
the ground of race, color, or national origin,
be excluded from participation in, be denied
the benefits of, or be subjected to diserimi-
nation under any program or activity receiv-
ing Federal financial assistance.

Title IX extends the same protec-
tions against discrimination on the
basis of sex. Now the executive branch
wants to rewrite the regulations which
give meaning to that law.

The IRS tax exemption issues is a
good example. The Reagan adminis-
tration is still arguing that IRS was
without statutory authority to deny
the exemption, claiming that the Tax
Code itself contains no language pro-
hibiting racial discrimination. Implicit
in this argument is the notion that
title VI will no longer be seen as apply-
ing across the board, and that if you
check each of 1,000 separate Federal
statutes, do not mention nondiserim-
ination, then it is OK to discriminate,
or at least the Federal Government
and the courts should not have any-
thing to say about it.

Also, the Department of Education,
with Justice Department concurrence,
has recently issued a major reinterpre-
tation saying that title VI would not
extend to direct student aid. What this
means is that schools which receive
thousands of dollars in payments from
federally guaranteed student loans are
free to discriminate as long as they do
not receive any other Federal moneys.
The theory is that the student loans
are money given to individual stu-
dents, not Federal funds going to the
institutions which discriminate. The
next step will be for the Justice De-
partment to argue that even where an
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institution receives other funds direct-
ly from the Government, its obliga-
tions not to discriminate are confined
to the administration of the exact pro-
gram for which the funds were re-
ceived, not to other programs on the
campus. Under this theory, if a school
received a grant for a computer in its
graduate research facility, it would not
be prohibited from maintaining racial-
ly segregated dormitories for under-
graduates. It is an absurd notion, but
appears to be the direction in which
the administration is headed. Creating
an education block grant which trans-
ferred program responsibilities to the
States creates the final hurdle. Block
grants leave it up to the individual
States to decide whether to incorpo-
rate and how to interpret nondiserim-
ination requirements such as those
now in titles VI and IX.

In the past, most States provided in-
adequate funding for things like edu-
cation, social welfare, and the criminal
justice system. What funds they did
provide were spent in an unequal and
racially discriminatory way. The Fed-
eral Government stepped in to supple-
ment the level of social welfare spend-
ing, and to raise individual States up
to a national norm, and at the same
time, forced each State to equalize its
services, and eliminate discrimination.

Block grants reduce Federal support
by 25 to 40 percent. They lump social
programs together, and give the States
a chance to decide which programs to
continue, and at what funding level.
And they reduce Federal enforcement
to guarantee that the funds are not
spent in a racially discriminatory
manner.

Mr. Speaker, the following informa-
tion was developed by the majority
whip and illustrates the inconsistency
and error in the administration policy.
REAGAN INACCURACIES: MORE MISSTATEMENTS

ON UNEMPLOYMENT

The President recently misstated the sta-
tistical nature of the unemployment prob-
lem for the second time in four months. He
attributed the rise in unemployment during
the Reagan recession to increased numbers
of women and new entrants in the work
force.

“Part of the unemployment is not as
much recession as it is the great increase in
people going into the job market, and ladies,
I'm not picking on anyone, but (it’s) because
of the increase in women who are working
today and two-worker families and so
forth."—President Reagan, New York
Times, 4/18/82.—

The President could have avoided this un-
fortunate misstatement if he had read the
unemployment report for March, 1982,
which was issued by his own Department of
Labor.

All of the over-the-month increase in job-
lessness was among job losers, most of
whom were permanently terminated from
their jobs. The number of persons on layoff
(job losers expecting recall) rose slightly,
following 2 months of decline. Job losers
have accounted for nearly all of the increase
in unemployment since the recession began
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and in March comprised over 57 percent of
the unemployed.—BLS News, 4/2/82.

The BLS also reported that unemploy-
ment rates for adult men and women were
an identical 7.9 percent in March, 1982,

The latest incident of Presidential dissem-
bling on the unemployment problem follows
on the heels of another serious misstate-
ment in January, 1982.

“I realize there's been an increase in un-
employment. It's been a continuation of an
increase that got under way in the last sev-
eral months of 1980 . . . . (I)t was increas-
ing very much more in the last six months
of 1980."—President Reagan, press confer-
ence, 1/19/82.

The fact is that the unemployment rate
was declining in the last months of the
Carter administration—from 7.6 percent in
October to 7.5 percent in November to 7.4
percent in December, 1980. It reached a low
of 7.0 percent in July, 1981.

THE EconoMY: THE WORST SLUMP SINCE THE
GREAT DEPRESSION

The ‘administration “will take the blame,
or the credit—I think the credit—for what
happens to the economy."—Secretary
Regan, New York Times, 2/1/82.

Unemployment: Unemployment reached
the highest level since 1941. The overall un-
employment rate reached 9.4 percent, easily
breaking the post-war record of 9.0 percent
set in 1975 and again in March, 1982. The
Labor Department reported that if discour-
aged workers were counted, the unemploy-
ment rate would have reached 12.5 percent
in April.

A total of 10.3 million Americans were
unable to find work in April, up 400,000 on a
seasonally adjusted basis from the level in
March. Those working part-time for eco-
nomic reasons increased 100,000 in April to
5.8 million, an all-time high. Combined with
the latest (lst quarter) figure for discour-
aged workers, these figures reveal that 17.4
million Americans were either jobless or un-
deremployed due to the recession.

Record high unemployment rates were re-
corded by the Labor Department in several
subcategories: black unemployment reached
18.4 percent, an all-time record, up from
18.0 percent in March; 8.2 percent of adult
men were unemploycd, an all-time record,
up from 7.9 percent in March; 6.0 percent of
married men were unemployed, an all-time
record, up from 5.3 percent in March; blue-
collar unemployment hit 13.7 percent, an
all-time record, up from 12.9 percent in
March; and teenage unemployment reached
23.0 percent, an all-time record, up from
21.9 percent in March. These subcategories
did not exist in the BLS statistics the last
time unemployment was so high, 9.9 percent
on a yearly basis in 1941.

The number of employed persons contin-
ued to decline. Their number fell 150,000 in
April to 99.3 million, well under the 99.9
million Americans employed when the
President took office and the peak level of
employment, 100.9 million, which was
reached in July, 1981,

The President, who has in the past cited
pages of want ads in various newspapers to
belittle the unemployment problem, would
find fewer pages of want ads today due to
the recession. The Conference Board, a
business research organization, reports that
its index of help-wanted advertising fell to
96 (measured on a basis of 1967=100) in
March, 1982 from 103 in February. It is the
first time the index has fallen below 100
since 1975.
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Interest Rates: The prime interest rate re-
mained at 16.5 percent. Mortgage rates re-
mained at 17.5 percent. Unsecured consumer
rates from major banks ranged from 19.5 to
22 percent.

Mr. Speaker, I also wish to include
the following statement concerning
H.R. 5320, the Job Training Partner-
ship Act of 1982:

During the past week, the Committee on
Education and Labor met to consider a new
job training bill. Amendments that I intro-
duced will guarantee a greater role for mi-
nority-owned business and community orga-
nizations, in designing this new program.

Last week, we, in the House Labor Com-
mittee, met to consider the “Job Training
Partnership Act of 1982 known as H.R.
5320. This bill is designed to replace the job
training segment of CETA, which the
Reagan administration will eliminate this
coming August 1982,

After considerable debate, the committee
passed, without opposition, several amend-
ments which I introduced. These changes
guarantee a greater role for minorities to
participate in the new job training program.

The bill we passed allows students ages 14
to 15 to become eligible for summer employ-
ment. This has been in very great demand
throughout the country. The Federal Gov-
ernment has a responsibility for assisting
States in establishing job training and
placement programs. We are pushing for
the creation of job training programs and
for placement of trained people in useful
jobs which do have a future,

The bill sets up two governing boards for
each training program. Private industry, or-
ganized labor, community groups, and State
and local governments will be involved in
the design and management of these pro-
grams. We have provided an opportunity for
minority business, community-based organi-
zations, and labor organizations, to be also
represented thoroughly on these boards.

The Job Training Partnership Act has not
yvet been scheduled to come to the House
floor; however, we believe it has a good
chance for passage.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I include the
following statement in support of
amendments which were accepted to
insure the provision of opportunities
for minorities and women in the De-
fense Production Act of 1950, H.R.
5540:

At hearings before the House Committee
on Eduecation and Labor this week, Con-
gressman HaroLD WasHINGTON successfully
introduced two amendments to the Defense
Production Act of 1950, H.R. 5540, WASHING-
TON's amendments would pave the way for
blacks, other minorities, and women to re-
ceive technical and computer training in
various defense production industries.

WasHINGTON said that while he is opposed
to increased defense spending, he feels com-
pelled to support this act because it allows
industrial plants to expand their capacity to
produce and process critical metals and min-
erals such as chromium, which is used in
the manufacture of steel. He added, “The
provisions of this act which provide for job
training, skill development, and the retrain-
ing of employees in computer and other
technical fields not only are critical to de-
fense production; they are key to the revi-
talization of U.S. industry in general. To-
gether with the Job Training Partnership
Act of 1982 which the House Education and
Labor Committee recently reported out, I
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am confident that these acts will equip the
unemployed and underemployed with a
competitive level of skills necessary for em-
ployment in this highly electronic and tech-
nical era.”

In addition to providing assistance to in-
dustry, the bill authorizes $5 billion in State
assistance to support training programs in
technical and scientific fields, especially
computer science. In order to qualify, States
must develop plans which are approved by
the President. WasHINGTON's first amend-
ment will prohibit the President from ap-
proving any State plan which does not in-
clude measures to insure opportunities for
minorities and women.

Washington expressed strong concern
about the lack of technical training centers
to prepare minority youth to compete in in-
creasingly technical occupations. His second
amendment expands the type of institutions
which may receive funds to establish techni-
cal and computer training programs in order
to include high schools and junior colleges.
“To make training opportunities meaning-
ful, they must be available through institu-
tions which are accessible to minorities,
women and older displaced workers.”

Washington, who supports greater assist-
ance to U.S, companies in order to ease un-
employment, is hopeful that the legislation
will be passed. He explained, “While the
Reagan administration has resisted giving
economic aid to troubled small businesses,
this bill is specifically addressed to declining
businesses in defense related areas. I hope
that the administration will support it as a
first step in providing necessary assistance
to other industries.

This legislation will be a boon to the many
small and medium-sized industrial plants
throughout the Chicago area and will pro-
vide a stop-gap in the swelling ranks of the
unemployed.”

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SAVAGE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Oregon (Mr. AuCoIn).

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker, I appreci-
ate the gentleman yielding.

I did not know, because I did not
check my schedule carefully enough,
that the gentleman was talking this
special order today. But I want to com-
pliment him for the leadership he has
shown in scheduling and conducting it.

I would add only a couple of
thoughts to the points the gentleman
and others have made. The main point
I would like to share is that we need
to, I think, at a time like this remind
ourselves what a budget actually is.

A budget is more than just a ledger
of numbers. It is not just a game of
arithmetic; it is not just subtraction
and addition. It is certainly a list of
numbers, but more than that it is a
dollars and cents statement of nation-
al objectives. It is a dollars and cents
statement of who we are as a people.

I say that because where we choose
to take money and where we choose to
put money in the budget or take it out
of the budget really defines our own
political values as a people. I must say,
as I look at who the winners are and
who the losers are in the budget that
has been presented to this Congress, I
am appalled at the definition of the
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American people that we are being
asked to approve.

The winners are the military-indus-
trial complex, the B-1 bombers, MX
missiles. We even have funds in this
budget for $4.2 billion over the next 5
years for civil defense bomb shelters
and evacuation plans which we know
are not going to work, which we know
are not going to save this country if
there is an exchange between the su-
Perpowers.

That is $4.2 billion that is coming
out of the mouths of hungry children,
that is coming out of the health care
needs of senior citizens. It is coming
out of teenage unemployment pro-
grams for inner city youth.

That is where that money is coming
from.

In this budget we have funds pro-
posed by this administration for nerve
gas production. That is another
winner in this budget.

Who are the losers? They are the
hungry children, the Hispanics, they
are the blacks, they are the minorities,
they are the senior citizens, the sick,
the weak, the elderly. They are the
losers.

What kind of national definition is
that of our values of who we are as a
people?

I just say to my colleague, when we
evaluate the winners and the losers,
one can see very quickly that there are
not one but two deficits before us for
our consideration today at this time in
Washington, D.C. First there is the ob-
vious deficit, the $182 billion deficit to
the Treasury that this administration
proposes on top of all of the other in-
equities in its budget. But then there
is the more pernicious one—and I refer
to it as the moral deficit—the moral
deficit, because there is no promise,
there is no economic boom that has
been precipitated as promised by the
Reaganomics plan.

Instead, what we have is no boom at
all, 10 million people out of work
nearly without hope, teenage unem-
ployment for minority youth nearly 50
percent. There is no boom at all, and
so what we have instead is a raw shift
of resources from those folks at the
bottom of the society to those folks at
the top.

I think for that reason we do have a
moral deficit in the economic plan,
and it needs to be corrected. The gen-
tleman has made a contribution
toward correcting it by taking this spe-
cial order, and I compliment him.

Mr. SAVAGE. I wish to very deeply
thank my very concerned colleague
from Oregon and my colleague from
Illinois for beginning to spread on this
worldwide record the purposes so
noble for which there is present in

Washington these members of the
clergy.

I am very encouraged because what-
ever way the budget at this time may
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go, we are beginning to build in the
record, we are beginning to bear wit-
ness to what is right and what is
wrong in this country.

I do truly believe that the right will
not forever remain on the scaffold
while wrong sits upon the throne, that
whether it is tomorrow, the next day
or even the next year, we may not be
able to know as He works his way, but
right shall win and the record shall
show that there were those who were
here on the side of justice, jobs, and
peace.

I wish, in conclusion, to list those
members of the Chicago Clergy Cru-
sade for Jobs, Justice, and Peace who
are here today to lobby:

Rev. N. A. Allen, Mt. Herman Baptist,
7848 South Normal Avenue.

Rev: H. Brady, Christ Hope Baptist, 7559
South Aberdeen Avenue.

Rev. Arleta Spencer, Greater Bethlehem
Temple, Chicago Heights, Ill.

Rev. Eugene Cherry, Christ Youth Mis-
sionary Baptist, 8801 South Hermitage
Avenue.

Rev. Jesse Cotton, Greater Institutional
AME, 7800 South Indiana Avenue,

Rev. Augustus Cage, Cage Memorial
Chapel, 7651 South Jeffery.

Rev. Joseph Greenwood, Greater St. John
Missionary Baptist, 741 West 59th Street.

Rev. Elmer L. Fowler, Third Baptist, 1551
West 95th Street.

Rev. Vera Haywood, Beverly Church of
Religious Science, 2255 West 79th Street.

Rev. Connie Crawford, Church of Living
God, 1738 West 67th Street.

Rev. Chester McLaurin, Boosters for
Christ Revival Center, 8551 South Ashland.

Rev, James Tillman, Memorial Baptist,
1546 West 87th Street.

Rev. Claude Wyatt, Vernon Park Church
of God, 7653 South Maryland.

Rev. Carlton Eversley, Shiloh Baptist,
9211 South Justine Avenue.

Deacon William Dillard, Shiloh Baptist,
9211 South Justine Avenue.

Rev. Mable Elliott, Herth Manor Mission-
ary Baptist, 57 West 118th Street.

Rev. Clara Epps, Unity Center of Truth,
8656 South Essex.

Rev. John Stallworth, Pilgrim Baptist
Church of South Chicago, 3235 West 91st
Street.

Rev. James R. Flint, Union Evangelistic
Baptist, Chicago Heights, Ill

Rev. George Hunter, Calvary Baptist
Church.

Rev. Eddie Williams, Pentecostal, T716
South Aberdeen.

Rev. Samuel L. Day, House of Faith, 13
West 115th Street.

Rev. Hiram Crawford.

Rev. A. J. Wesley, Lilydale Progressive
Church. "

Rev. Bernard Taylor,
Church of Roseland.

Rev. Eddie McMillan, Church of Christ.

Rev. Richard McCreary, New Covenant
Baptist.

Rev. James Meeks, Beth Eden Baptist.
® Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, it is with great pride that I
rise today to welcome a group of min-
isters from the Chicago area who have
journeyed here to participate in the
Clergy Crusade and lobby the Govern-
ment regarding the traumatic effect
the President’s fiscal year 1983 budget,

Presbyterian
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if passed by Congress, would have
upon the poor, the elderly, the unem-
ployed, and the children.

It is'appropriate that these ministers
have chosen to come to Washington
this week—the week the House will
use the President’s fiscal year 1983
budget as the vehicle for the consider-
ation of the Latta and House Budget
Committee alternative. I would like to
tell these ministers that this will be
the week in which my colleagues will
vote conscientiously and courageously
by defeating the President's budget
and others which throw tax dollars to
the Pentagon at the expense of people
programs. It is doubtful that will be
the case.

I unequivocally oppose the Presi-
dent’s budget primarily because of my
concern over the devastating impact
his budget will have upon millions of
Americans, specifically children and
the elderly.

President Reagan has stated on too
many occasions that the truly needy
will not be affected by the proposed
budget cuts. I am sure these Chicago
clergy can attest to a more realistic
scenario. The truly needy, along with
unemployed middle class and bank-
rupt businessmen, are dropping like
flies through the safety net. And the
President has the audacity to propose
even larger holes in that net.

It is my belief that the Reagan 1983
budget undermines the moral respon-
sibility of Government to the citizens
of America. I agree with the great
American, Hubert Humphrey, who
stated:

The moral test of government is how it
treats those who are in the dawn of life, the
children; those who are in the twilight of
life, the aged; and those who are in the
shadows of life, the sick, the needy and the
handicapped.

Mr. Speaker, the President has
failed this test. Last year, under his
leadership, the President claimed that
his budget proposal was fair. In fact,
however, its cuts were disproportion-
ately directed at programs to assist
the poor and the disadvantaged, in-
cluding investment in health, educa-
tion, training services, and public
works. This year the administration
has not bothered to pay lip service to
the idea of fairness. It has once again
targeted for cutbacks the same pro-
grams which sustained deep spending
reductions last year.

Under this budget, the children will
see an additional $8 billion cut in their
programs. Child nutrition services will
be cut by $334 million in budget au-
thority and $300 million in outlays.
The summer feeding program—a pro-
gram which helps preserve nutritional
gains made by children during the
school year—will be terminated. The
special milk program, a program
which subsidizes milk consumption in
schools that do not participate in
other Federal meal programs, will be
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eliminated. School breakfast and child
care food programs will be placed in a
block grant while grants for nutrition
education will be terminated.

Medicaid, a health insurance pro-
gram which pays the medical bills for
low-income Americans, children, and
pregnant women, will again bear the
brunt of the Reagan cuts.

The Federal child support enforce-
ment program, a program which par-
tially reimburses States and localities
for expenses in collecting child sup-
port payments from absent parents,
would also be drastically impacted.

If that is not enough, approximately
165,000 women, infants, and children
will be dropped in fiscal year 1983
from the WIC program due to inad-
equate funding and 370,000 would
have to be cut off by fiscal year 1985.
This means that some half a million
fewer people would be reached.

Suffer the little children.

The aged and elderly are, of course,
to assume an even heavier burden if
the President's budget is passed. They
can look forward to changes in the
Federal supplemental income (SSI)
program which will exclude some
115,000 individuals in fiscal year 1983
who will not be considered permanent-
ly disabled.

Food stamps will receive a $1.3 bil-
lion decrease from the fiscal year 1982
authorized spending level. For working
poor families, this amounts to encour-
aging them not to work—a philosophy
supposedly counter to the Reagan
work ethic. For our elderly, less food.
Coupled with less food stamps, the
low-income energy assistance program
will be cut. Conceivably, our seniors
may not have a choice between “heat
or eat”; they will not be able to do
either.

Under medicaid, we would witness
major legislative changes which would
cut the Federal payment for all serv-
ices for medically needy recipients, in
addition to including Federal pay-
ments to the States for administering
medicaid in a new welfare block grant.

Last year, the President claimed he
would preserve a social safety net of
basic programs to protect the poor and
elderly. Despite this claim, the admin-
istration and its congressional allies
forced cuts in virtually every safety
net program. This year's budget pro-
posal continues this policy, and pro-
poses a new round oi reductions in the
safety net programs, with cuts being
requested in medicare, AFDC, supple-
mental security income, and others.

Mr. Speaker, this is deplorable and
further strengthens my resolve to sup-
port the program submitted by the
Congressional Black Caucus which in-
creases funding for all the programs
above while lowering the dreaded defi-
cit.

In closing, I again thank these Chi-
cago clergy who, by making this trek
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to the Capitol, are attempting to im-
prove the quality of life for those in
the dawn, those in the shadow and
those in the twilight of their lives.
Certainly they know firsthand just
what damage has and will be inflicted
upon the truly needy, unemployed
middle class, and bankrupt business-
men by the Reagan budget docu-
ment.@

® Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to join the Honorable Gus SAVAGE in
welcoming the delegation of about 50
clergymen and women from the met-
ropolitan area of Chicago who are vis-
iting Washington today and tomorrow
as part of a Clergy Crusade to discuss
with various Government officials the
effects of Federal policies and pro-
grams on the city's disadvantaged.

In the hard economic times faced by
our Nation, these religious leaders of
the Chicago community have come to
Washington to especially express their
concern about issues such as the fund-
ing of useful social and community
programs and the city’s current unem-
ployment problem.

As Congress proceeds in its budget
considerations, I urge my colleagues to
cooperate with the religious and com-
munity groups in order to seek innova-
tive ways to see to it that the less for-
tunate are adequately provided with
the basic necessities of life.

Mr. Speaker, the clergy and the reli-
gious institutions of our country are
vital in maintaining the spirit and
hope of our Nation, and I extend my
greetings to these men and women,

and my best wishes that their stay in
Washington is both productive and in-
formative.@

Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Speaker, I want
to extend my thanks to my colleagues
from Illinois, Mr. ANNuNzIO, Mrs. CoL-
LINs, and Mr. Fary for the remarks

which they have inserted
REecorbp on this special order.

in the

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and to
include therein extraneous material
on the subject of my special order of
today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 297

Mr. GREGG. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my name be
removed from the list of cosponsors of
House Concurrent Resolution 297.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New Hampshire?
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There was no objection.

TRIBUTE TO FORMER CON-
GRESSMAN JAMES C. CLEVE-
LAND

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire (Mr.
GREGG) is recognized for 60 minutes.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GREGG. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks, and
include therein extraneous material,
on the subject of my special order
today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New Hampshire?

There was no objection.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. Speaker, on
Friday, May 28, 1982, there will be a
ceremony dedicating the U.S. Post
Office and Courthouse Building in
Concord, N.H., as the James C. Cleve-
land Federal Building. This is in recog-
nition of the distinguished public serv-
ice career of Jim Cleveland, my prede-
cessor as Representative from the
second district of New Hampshire,
who retired at the end of the 96th
Congress after 18 years in this body.

It is altogether fitting that the Con-
cord Federal Building bear his name,
as provided in legislation initiated by
the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation, on which he served
with distinction. And I think it appro-
priate to take this occasion to com-
ment on Jim Cleveland’s contribu-
tions—to which no formal dedication
of a single structure can do justice—to
his constituents, his country, and this
Congress as an institution.

In New Hampshire, there are many
monuments to his career that do not
bear his name but in fact reflect his
contributions as a legislator. Transpor-
tation in the form of both individual
projects and the regular Federal-aid
highway programs for which his sup-
port was constant over the years; eco-
nomic development, notably in the as-
sistance provided to Berlin and other
communities through the programs of
the Economic Development Adminis-
tration; the environment, in the form
of New Hampshire’s benefit from the
water pollution control program and
the preservation of the scenic values
of Sandwich Notch, to name just a
few. There was a balance between eco-
nomic and environmental objectives.
Indeed, this was best exemplified by
his bringing about the compromise
that paved the way for construction of
Interstate 93 through Franconia
Notch in a manner accommodating
both transportation and environmen-
tal concerns.

There was balance of another sort in
Jim Cleveland’s approach to his duties
as a Member. Intensely concerned
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with service to his constituents, he
considered the insights gained from
the solution of problems facing indi-
viduals or communities to be the raw
material of the legislative process.
Those insights helped him in his role
as a national legislator, shaping pro-
grams in terms of the problems they
are intended to address but cannot ad-
dress in the abstract.

His concern for getting the facts,
and a suspicion of the caliber of infor-
mation generated in Washington, led
him to emphasize the oversight func-
tion on the Public Works Committee,
his principal legislative assignment. In
recent years, the oversight findings
were translated into a key water pollu-
tion control amendment initially op-
posed by the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency and environmental groups
but now embraced in light of the way
it has worked in practice.

The same approach led him to focus
on the workings of the Congress, con-
gressional procedural reforms and re-
structuring of committee jurisdictions,
staffing, investigations, prerogatives of
Members essential to fulfilling their
responsibilities, and reforms of politi-
cal campaigning, the process by which
we all get here in the first place. In
these and other areas, in those efforts
that were successful and those that
were not, Jim Cleveland sought civility
in debate of the issues, reflecting great
credit on those who chose him as their
Representative and serving the coun-
try well.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I would
offer this quotation from the report of
the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation accompanying the leg-
islation authorizing the designation of
the James C. Cleveland Federal Build-
ng:

We have come to know Jim Cleveland as a
valued friend, something of a loner at times,
often direct to the point of bluntness, with
an integrity making him a formidable adver-
sary and an unwavering ally; a truly learned
student of the legislative process, exponent
of common sense, of balance and of pro-
grams that work, and of responsible and re-
sponsive government, a dedicated member
of this committee.

0O 1445

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREGG. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to thank the gentleman for
taking this special order today.

I come from the Adirondacks Moun-
tains in upstate New York, not far
from the gentleman'’s district, and had
the pleasure of serving on the Public
Works and Transportation Committee
with Jim Cleveland and also on the
Select Committee on Committees. I
personally, in the 2 years that I served
with him, have never seen a more
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dedicated and more capable Member
of this House.

In addition, I spent many evenings
with Jim and Bob McEwen, former
Congressman Bob McEwen, who re-
tired the same year that Jim Cleve-
land did, and from the decades of serv-
ice that the two of them had in this
House, I just learned so much, and it
made a much better legislator out of
me. I want to say to the gentleman in
the well that he is following in those
footsteps. I commend him, and I cer-
tainly commend him for taking this
special order.

Mr. GREGG. I thank the gentleman
from New York.
® Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, it is a
real pleasure to join with the many
friends of former Congressman James
C. Cleveland in this special order hon-
oring him on the occasion of the re-
naming of the Federal building in
Concord, N.H.

The legislation governing . the
naming or renaming of Federal build-
ings specifies that there should be na-
tionwide uniformity in building names,
and at the same time, each should
clearly reflect the character, usage,
and location of the building.

To name the Federal Building in
Concord, N.H., after our former col-
league Jim Cleveland is most certainly
in keeping with the spirit and the
letter of this law. Jim, like his native
State, has contributed significantly to
the Nation.

Our former colleague demonstrated
his commitment to excellence during
his academic career, graduating from
Colgate University, magna cum laude,
and from Yale University’s School of
Law.

At that dark hour in our Nation's
history in December 1941, Jim enlisted
in the Army and served overseas in the
Pacific for 40 months. He received a
Bronze Star for valor and was recalled
to overseas duty during the Korean
war.

He has been an outstanding leader
in the private and public sectors. His
long, and distinguished career as an
elected official began in 1950 as the
Merrimack County GOP chairman; in-
cluded several years in the New Hamp-
shire Legislature and culminated with
his 18 noteworthy years of service in
the U.S. Congress.

It was a pleasure to have had the op-
portunity to serve with Jim in the
House. I remember well the outstand-
ing effort he put forth both as a
Member of this body and of the sever-
al committees on which he served. I
am delighted that he is receiving the
well-deserved honor of having the Fed-
eral Building in Concord, the capital
city of his State, named for him.

This action will serve as a constant
reminder for the citizens of Concord
and the State of New Hampshire of
the significant contribution Jim Cleve-
land has made to their community and
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State. I know it will be a source of
pride for Jim reminding him every day
that his efforts have been appropriate-
ly recognized.e@

® Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased and honored today to join my
colleagues in paying tribute to my es-
teemed former colleague, Jim Cleve-
land of New Hampshire, on the great
occasion of the renaming of the Feder-
al building in Concord after Jim.

Jim Cleveland served with distine-
tion in World War II, winning a
Bronze Star for valor in the Pacific.
After returning home, he practiced
law in New Hampshire as well as orga-
nizing and directing the New London
Trust Co. Jim served 12 years in the
New Hampshire Senate, rising to the
positions of majority floor leader and
chairman of the judiciary committee.

Jim entered the House in 1962. I
served with him nearly 20 years, and I
never ceased to be deeply impressed by
his great devotion to his constituents,
his country, and his responsibility as a
public servant. Despite the great de-
mands on his time, Jim has always
been very active in charitable and
service organizations.

I am sure all my colleagues join me
in recognizing Jim’s great achieve-
ments on the Transportation and
House Administration Committees,
and as chairman of the Select Com-
mittee on Committees. As chairman of
the House Republican Task Force on
Congressional Reform, Jim was re-
sponsible for the influential book “We
Propose: A Modern Congress,” in 1966.

Jim’s warm personality made him
well-liked. Serving with him was
always a pleasure, especially due to
our shared interest in fishing.

On this great occasion, my warm
congratulations go to Jim, his wife
Hilary, and their five wonderful chil-
dren, and I wish them all the best for
the future.e
® Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, it is
a special pleasure for me to join in this
special order to honor a former col-
league and a good friend, James C.
Cleveland. Jim is being appropriately
recognized by the State of New Hamp-
shire for his many years of public serv-
ice. The renaming of the Federal
building in Concord, N.H., is a fine
tribute to a sincere, hard-working
public official.

During his tenure in office, Jim was
known by all of us for his outstanding
dedication to getting the job done. Jim
Cleveland brought honor and distine-
tion to this Chamber, and his many
contributions will long be remem-
bered. Jim is a true gentleman who is
well respected for his ideals and
strength of character.

Throughout his 18 years in Con-
gress, Jim worked diligently on behalf
of his district and his country. He was
dedicated to the discharge of his con-
gressional duties in a fashion that was
totally responsive to the needs of our
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Nation as well as the State of New
Hampshire and the district he repre-
sented.

I congratulate Jim on this occasion
and commend the citizens of the State
of New Hampshire for honoring such
an able and dedicated public servant
who was a credit to public office and
to the Congress.@
® Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in recognition of Jim Cleveland, one of
the most distinguished and respected
former members of the House Public
Works and Transportation Committee.
Until Jim Cleveland retired in 1980,
after 18 years of dedicated service, the
Public Works and Transportation
Committee was served by a Member
who fought fair and hard for what he
thought was right. On the committee,
Congressman Cleveland was a strong
supporter and formidable advocate of
highway safety. In addition, he was
well known for his concern for trans-
portation of the handicapped in a
manner that would most greatly bene-
fit the elderly and disabled while re-
taining a viable and balanced mass
transportaton system.

Congressman Cleveland was a tire-
less worker and a firm believer that
Government must not intrude unnec-
essarily into every aspect of a person's
life. At the same time, the gentleman
from New Hampshire was a strong and
clear voice for his State in Congress
and he insured that whatever action
Congress took that such action would
not adversely impact his constituents.
In my view, Jim Cleveland is the finest
example of a Member of Congress
doing the best job he can and succeed-
ing by setting the finest example pos-
sible. Therefore; the honor that has
been bestowed wupon Congressman
Cleveland in the naming of the Feder-
al building in Concord, N.H., after him
is indeed richly deserved. I offer him
my warm and sincere congratula-
tions.e
@ Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, I take great
pleasure today in rising to salute our
former colleague, the distinguished
gentleman from New Hampshire, Jim
Cleveland.

I had the distinct honor of working
closely with Jim when he served on
the Public Works and Transportation
Committee. During that time, he
became a recognized national expert
in the fields of transportation, water
resources and economic development.
It can be surely stated that the Second
Congressional District of New Hamp-
shire had a forceful representative
working for their interests in the halls
of Congress.

As a ranking Republican member of
the Public Works Committee, Jim con-
sistently left party politics aside when
it came to deciding what was best for
the people of the Nation and those of
his home congressional district. It is
no wonder that his longstanding dedi-
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cated service to the people of the
Second Congressional District of New
Hampshire earned him the title of
“The Constituent Congressman."”

It is also most appropriate that the
Concord Federal Building be named in
his honor in recognition of his years of
outstanding service to the people of
New Hampshire.

Mr. Speaker, while Jim Cleveland
has spent most of his life in service to
New Hampshire, my own State also
has a claim on this great American
due to the fact that he was born in
Montclair, N.J., not far from my own
congressional district.

In all seriousness Mr. Speaker, Jim
Cleveland's expertise and guidance
have been sorely missed in Congress.
Jim, I salute you for your fine service
to your country.e
® Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, my dis-
tinguished friend and former col-
league, Jim Cleveland, represented the
Second District of New Hampshire
with distinction and honor throughout
his many dedicated years of service to
the House of Representatives.

The newly named James C. Cleve-
land Federal Building in Concord will
remind all of the numerous contribu-
tions Jim has made to his State and to
his country.

I extend to him my congratulations
and best wishes for the future.e
e Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I am
happy to join in paying this special
tribute to our former colleague, Jim
Cleveland. We served together on the
Joint Committee on Congressional Op-
erations and the Select Committee on
Congressional Operations. He had a
great love for the House as an institu-
tion and worked hard to strengthen
and improve its procedures.

Although we miss him here, I am
sure he is enjoying being back in his
beloved New Hampshire and I am de-
lighted that his years of service to his
State and the Nation have been recog-
nized by the naming of the Federal
building in Concord after him.e
@ Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, all of
us who have served in this body with
Jim Cleveland feel a shared sense of
pride and gratitude that his long and
distinguished public career has now
been given lasting recognition by an
Act of Congress designating the U.S.
Post Office and Court House in Con-
cord, N.H., as “The James C. Cleve-
land Building.”

Jim Cleveland, who returned volun-
tarily to private life at the close of the
96th Congress, was a longstanding and
greatly respected member of the Com-
mittee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation, which I have the honor to
chair, and I count it a high personal
privilege to have shared his counsel
and friendship through all my own
years in the House of Representatives.

It is entirely fitting that the con-
gressional act which renamed the Con-
cord Federal Building in his honor
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originated with his colleagues on the
Public Works Committee—the men
and women who had worked most
closely with him and knew his quali-
ties most intimately.

The gentleman to whom we pay trib-
ute today has served his country long
and well. His career of public service
encompassed 34 years of war and
peace: More than 4 years of overseas
duty with the U.S. Army in World
War II and Korea, 12 years in the New
Hampshire Senate, and 18 years in the
U.S. Congress representing the Second
District of New Hamsphire.

Jim Cleveland is sorely missed in the
House of Representatives, on both
sides of the aisle, but we know that
the ending of his service in Washing-
ton does not mean the ending of his
concern for and devotion to the needs
of the Nation.

In announcing his decision to retire
from public life, back in April 1980,
our colleague left no doubt that he
will eontinue his participation as a pri-
vate citizen in the life of the Republic.

He said:

My concern for the Nation's affairs will
continue, for I feel strongly that there is a
desperate need for a better balancing of
views in public decisionmaking. I will cer-
tainly attempt in whatever way possible to
achieve that balance.

Although our country faces serious prob-
lems, one may still be optimistic, Our coun-
try has self-corrected before and, if the
people get the facts, it will self-correct
again.

Mr. Speaker, the James C. Cleveland
Building will stand in Concord as a re-
minder that, in our country’'s time of
need, there must always be citizens of
Jim Cleveland's stature who accept
public service as a high and necessary
calling and do not shrink from its bur-
dens.e
® Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, today I
am pleased to honor a former col-
league and associate, Congressman
Jim Cleveland. I have known Jim for
nearly 20 years; I had the honor to
serve with him for 16 of those years as
a member of the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation and during
that time I came to know Jim Cleve-
land as a sincere and dedicated public
servant. He was an able legislator and
a champion of the rights of States.

I would like to congratulate our col-
league, Mr. GreGG, for requesting this
special order for those who were
unable to attend the dedication of the
James C. Cleveland Federal Building,
because I bélieve that Jim and his
lovely wife Hillary, deserve to be rec-
ognized for his contributions to our
Nation and for his diligent efforts on
behalf of his beloved State of New
Hampshire.

I think that the hallmark of Jim's
tenure in Congress was his diligent ef-
forts to assure that the management
of Government programs is done at
the level closest to the people. His
commitment to the goal of reducing
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the Federal Government stems from a
firm belief in the ability of our States
to serve the people which he learned
from his 12-year tenure in the New
Hampshire Legislature where he
served with distinction prior to his
election to Congress.

An example of his tenacity is the en-
actment of the Cleveland/Wright
State certification program, whereby
State water pollution agencies were
delegated the management of the Na-
tion’s largest public works program—
the construction of wastewater treat-
ment facilities for our municipalities.
This initiative resulted from a series of
oversight hearings conducted in 1974
by the Investigations and Review Sub-
committee of the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation which
delved into the workings of the water
pollution control program.

The first round of legislation was in-
troduced in the spring of 1974 and was
subjected to strong opposition by the
Environmental Protection Agency and
the environmental community. But
due to Jim’s persistent efforts his col-
leagues began to recognize the impor-
tance of this amendment and what it
meant to the success of the program.
With the passage of the 1977 Clean
Water Act the Cleveland/Wright initi-
ative became law and the day-to-day
management of the construction grant
program was turned over to the
States. Those efforts have proven to
be one of the most constructive
changes made in the 1977 act. I feel it
is fair to say that the doubters are
now believers in this amendment.

Jim Cleveland also knew how to use
his office to resolve conflict. His ef-
forts and personal involvement in the
controversy surrounding the routing
of Interstate 93 through the Franco-
nia State Park led to a solution which,
for over 5 years, no one thought was
possible. The environmental communi-
ty as well as the developmental inter-
ests were not able to come to any con-
sensus but, through tedious negotia-
tions coupled with legislation in the
1973 and 1978 Highway Act, Jim was
able to work out an agreement which
was enthusiastically embraced by all
interested parties.

Mr. Speaker, Jim Cleveland's con-
cerns were not focused only on his
congressional district. He was commit-
ted to seeing that the right thing was
done regardless of who benefited.
When we were developing the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response
and Liability Act of 1980, which is
commonly referred to as the chemical
“superfund” bill, Jim was very con-
cerned that there would not be
enough money to clean up the prob-
lems which have occurred in small
States since major attention would go
to those large States which were re-
ceiving headline coverage. He attempt-
ed to see that every State would re-
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ceive at least one cleanup effort. For
this, he was severely criticized by the
Washington Post editorial staff, which
characterized his efforts as indicative
of a “public works mentality” requir-
ing one project in every congressional
district. I know that to be totally erro-
neous. Jim had seen the affronts
caused by careless waste management
where some areas of his State were
being made a dumping ground and he
wanted action. He had the insight to
know that small States would not be
able to compete on an equal footing
with the large ones. Through his ef-
forts top priority was given by EPA to
the Nashua problem and I know my
colleague, Mr. D'AmMoURs, must be es-
pecially appreciative because the site
is located in his congessional district.

Mr. Speaker, as we now work fo
return many Federal programs to the
States I believe that it is very appro-
priate to note that Congressman Jim
Cleveland had long been working to
achieve what we are only now be-
ginnng in this Congress to hopefully
do.

Mr. Speaker, today's speakers will
chronicle the many accomplishments
of Jim Cleveland for quite awhile
which will no doubt chagrin our usual-
ly staid friend from New Hampshire.
Nevertheless, I am pleased to have the
opportunity to participate in this spe-
cial order honoring Jim Cleveland be-
cause all too often we do not, or
cannot, take the time to recognize the
contribution of a colleague. Jim Cleve-
land has spent virtually his whole
career doing things for people and he
has done that job very well. He is still
at it—his current endeavor is to build
residences for the elderly citizens of
New London. It is an honor to know
Jim Cleveland and to have worked
with him.e
@ Mr. BRINKLEY. Mr. Speaker, it is a
pleasure to participate in this special
order honoring our former colleague,
Jim Cleveland. It was a special privi-
lege to have served with him in this
great body. Many of the goals we
shared were identical, and we saw our
purpose as holding the country to-
gether, rather than tearing it apart,
especially during the Vietnam era.

Jim also felt that minding the store
was extremely important, and it is to
his everlasting credit that this re-
mained front and center with him, and
that he never waivered in this dedica-
tion.

I miss his quiet, steady, and constant
counsel in these Halls, and I am happy
to call him my friend.

On April 29, 1980, Jim made his im-
pressive retirement statement. I think
it illustrates the life and service of this
uncommon man exceedingly well.
With your permission, Mr. Speaker, I
should like to include it in my remarks
today.

Thank you.
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RETIREMENT STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN
James C. CLEVELAND—APRIL 29, 1980

After thirty consecutive years of elective
public office (twelve in the New Hampshire
Senate, eighteen in the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives), the time has come for me to
return to private life. Despite my long serv-
ice in the public sector (with more than four
years overseas in the U.S. Army during
World War II and the Korean conflict) the
decision not to run for re-election was diffi-
cult. Public service is a high calling and a
necessary one if our nation is to survive.

But I have served long enough and it is
time for a change. Commuting to Washing-
ton on a weekly basis becomes less attrac-
tive with each passing year.

With the proliferation of centralized gov-
ernment in Washington the frustrations of
the job increase proportionally.

I would like to spend more time with my
family and attend to long neglected person-
al and business interests.

My concern for the nation’s affairs will
continue for I feel strongly that there is a
desperate need for a better balancing of
views in public decision making. I will cer-
tainly attempt in whatever way possible to
achieve that balance.

I am deeply grateful to my family, friends
and staff who have helped and sustained
me., Although our country faces serious
problems—most of which I take little com-
fort in having predicted—one may still be
optimistic. Our nation has self-corrected
before and, if the people get the facts, it will
self-correct again—hopefully before it self-
destructs.e
@ Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, my re-
marks in tribute to our former col-
league, Jim Cleveland of New Hamp-
shire, will be brief, but they touch on
a subject of profound importance to
all Americans, a subject to which Jim
Cleveland rendered significant service
and for which I am sure he has not
been sufficiently recognized.

From his first days in the U.S.
House of Representatives, Jim Cleve-
land took an active interest in the day-
to-day workings of our National Legis-
lature—not just the substance of legis-
lation, but the processes by which that
legislation was shaped and succeeded,
or failed. Over the years Jim chaired
several Republican task forces or
study groups on congressional reform,
and in the 1960’s he was a member of
the Joint Committee on the Organiza-
tion of the Congress, which held ex-
tensive hearings on the organization
and procedures of the Congress and
from which, by a route too convoluted
to recall at this time, eventually came
the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1970, only the second omnibus con-
gressional reform measure to be en-
acted in the Nation's history, Jim also
took seriously his service on our
housekeeping committee, the Commit-
tee on House Administration, not tra-
ditionally a favorite assignment of
Members, and fought consistently for
adoption of better management meas-
ures for the House of Representatives.

Jim Cleveland is a modest man. His
hard labor at congressional reform
was most often performed behind the
scenes, and he was ever willing to
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share credit with colleagues for
achievements to which he had contrib-
uted a disproportionately heavy share
of the work. He was doggedly deter-
mined to drag the U.S. Congress into
the 20th century in terms of comput-
erized functions, open hearings, tele-
vised debate, and 101 other improve-
ments, and we are all in his debt for
his persistence, vision, and not infre-
quent displays of courage.

Mr. Speaker, I am joined in the
above sentiments by a member of my
staff, Mary MecInnis, who was associat-
ed with Jim Cleveland for many years
in the difficult, wearying, and thank-
less struggle for congressional modern-
ization. She asked that I include her in
an expression of gratitude to Jim
Cleveland for his indefatigable and
truly significant service to the Nation
on congressional reform and for the
conveyance of our heartfelt wishes to
Jim for a well-deserved and happy re-
tirement.

Mr. Speaker, it is most appropriate
that the Federal building in Concord,
N.H., should be renamed in his honor
as the James C. Cleveland Building. I
thank my colleague from New Hamp-
shire and Jim Cleveland’s successor in
this body, Jupp GRrecG, for arranging
this special order and this timely trib-
ute to a distinguished former col-
league, Jim Cleveland.e
® Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I had the
pleasure of serving in the House of
Representatives with Jim Cleveland
for only one term, but because I re-
spect this wise and witty attorney
from New Hampshire who has been
honored by his former colleagues here
today, I wanted to say a few words. We
had in common the representation of
the State capital of our respective
States. This commonality is particular-
ly true recently because Concord,
N.H., has become the quadrennial
winter home of California Governors
seeking a respite from the fiscal diffi-
culties of the Golden State. They de-
scend upon the friendly citizens of the
Granite State instead, to promote
their economic plans and policies for
the whole Nation based upon their ex-
perience in California.

We also had in common the fact
that we both served in our State’s leg-
islature, although there the similarity
almost ends. True, we both entered
this institution with a profound sense
of the legislative body as pre-eminent
representatives of the people; we both
saw service to the public as a duty to
be performed with enthusiasm and
vigor; we both served in the State leg-
islature despite deep personal and fi-
nancial sacrafices. I suppose that I
should mention that the California
legislators were earning over $25,000—
plus perquisites—to make them the
highest paid legislators in any State,
while the New Hampshire legislators
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were earning the princely, yet public
service minded, sum of $100 per year.

We also shared a youthful associa-
tion with the Garden State. Despite
our formative years being spent in
such a wonderful place, we both
sought our careers in our fair home
States and have never regretted our
choices. We each accepted higher edu-
cation in the exciting Empire State
and then chose to enter politics. De-
spite all that we share in common, I
must say that I cannot understand
how he ended up as a Republican
Member of this body; but he was
highly respected and admired by his
Democratic colleagues.

I know Jim Cleveland as a man who
still cares about the people that we
know as constituents. He has worked
with me on a key project to bring
housing into rural areas on my district
through the Farmer’s Home Adminis-
tration. He worked very hard on this
task with a dedication quite uncharac-
teristic of someone without a personal
stake in the outcome. I am pleased
that I still have the opportunity to
work with Jim; and I extend my con-
gratulations on the distinction associ-
ated with the naming of the Concord
Federal Building in his honor.e
® Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker,
I am delighted today to be able to send
congratulations to my former col-
league and good friend, Jim Cleveland
of New Hampshire.

On Friday, May 28, the Federal

building in Concord, N.H., was named
in honor of this great American. I can
think of no one more deserving.

Jim Cleveland served his State and
his country in the House of Represent-
atives for 18 years before retiring in
1980. He served with great distinction
on the Public Works and Transporta-
tion Committee and was an outspoken
advocate of improved highways and
for traffic safety.

He will also be remembered for his
efforts to aid the handicapped in the
area of public transportation. Jim was
one of the leaders in formulating legis-
lation that benefited the handicapped
who depend on public transportation
each day.

I am happy to have served with Jim

Cleveland in this Chamber and it is an
honor to be able to call him a close
friend. Again, I extend ¢ongratulations
on this great tribute.@
e Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr.
Speaker, on May 28, 1982, the Federal
building in Concord, N.H., was re-
named in honor of our distinguished
former colleague, James C. Cleveland.
I would like to share some thoughts
on this occasion recognizing my
former colleague’s service.

The energy and dedication with
which James Cleveland served his con-
stitutents is exemplified through the
nine consecutive elections he won
since first taking office in 1962.
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During the course of his tenure in
Congress, he served as the second
ranking Republican member on the
House Committee on Public Works
and Transportation, and as the second
ranking Republican member on the
House Committee on Administration.
His work on both of these committees
was respected and admired by all
those who had an opportunity to work
with him.

Thus, I congratulate Jim Cleveland
not only for the dedication of this
Federal building in his name, but also
for his 18 years of distinguished serv-
ice in this U.S. Congress.®
® Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, New
Englanders are sometimes described as
cautious, unemotional, stone-faced,
and conservative individuals. They
sometimes live measured—if not aus-
tere—lives. They have a great sense of
independence and do not go in for a
lot of welfarism and government aid.
They simply like to take care of their
own and do right.

Jim Cleveland comes from that kind
of stock. He is careful, cautious, and as
solid as the proverbial rock of New
Hampshire. I am proud to say we came
to Congress in the same year—the
88th class. We have mixed a lot of
medicine together and have shared
many years of hard work, sacrifice,
and achievement.

I salute Jim Cleveland. He has done
an outstanding job in Congress and I
am proud to have him as a friend. In
the Halls of Congress and in our very
special library we will miss this pleas-
ant, teasing, hard-working American.
It is Jim Cleveland's type of service
which gives Congress a good image
and a good name.@
® Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, I am
delighted to have this opportunity to
join in tribute to Jim Cleveland of
New Hampshire, with whom it was my
pleasure and privilege to serve on the
Committee on Public Works and
Transportation for many years.

Jim Cleveland genuinely and deeply
believed in the role of Federal invest-
ment in public improvements in this
country, which probably more than
any other single fact accounted for his
accomplishments in this field. He was
keenly aware of the contribution
which such investments can make to
the economic vitality of communities,
areas, and even entire regions, ena-
bling them to recover the flourish eco-
nomically on the basis of expanded
employment in the private sector. This
is true not only of our explicitly tar-
geted economic development pro-
grams, but also of our more basic in-
frastructure programs such as high-
ways and airports, not to mention
water pollution control and the con-
struction grants program’s ability to
permit development in an environmen-
tally acceptable manner.

Aside from this long-term role, he
was mindful of the short-term stimu-
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lus of the construction activity itself.
And he was equally mindful of the im-
patient with the extent to which the
mass of Federal regulations and re-
quirements—worthwhile and well-in-
tended individually but stifling and
burdensome in the aggregate—often
made it difficult if not impossible to
accelerate public works construction
projects as a job-creating response to
recession.

As ranking minority member of the
Water Resources Subcommittee
through the last Congress, I was
pleased to associate myself with many
of Jim Cleveland's legislative initia-
tives in the water area. A particular
accomplishment was enactment of
State certification, giving qualified
States more authority, responsibility,
and funding which would enable them
to take over the day-to-day operations
of the construction grants program.
Based in part on Jim's experience with
the highway program—which is essen-
tially a federally assisted State pro-
gram—and in part on a successful ex-
periment in my own State of Califor-
nia, this innovation has made a major
contribution to the improvement of
the program. It is significant, too, that
this was the outgrowth of extensive in-
vestigations into the operation of the
clean water program, undertaken by
the Public Works Investigating Sub-
committee, on which Jim long served
as ranking minority member. The
entire legislative process is served well
when a man with the talents of a Jim
Cleveland will devote efforts of this
magnitude to the painstaking task of
inguiring into the way programs really
work, fail to work, and can be made to
work.

Other Cleveland accomplishments in
this area include wetlands protection,
dam deauthorization, and nonstructu-
ral alternatives in the water resources
field. He also deserves credit for an
effort during his last terms to increase
construction grants funding for fast-
moving States, while not penalizing
the slower-moving States. This meas-
ure passed the House only to be bot-
tled up in the Senate. Nonetheless, it
symbolizes the constructive, dedicated
and persistent efforts which Jim
Cleveland exerted in the discharge of
his responsibilities.

The same patient, low-key approach
to problems also marked his activities
in other areas of the committee’s juris-
diction. He also was active in other
areas, inecluding congressional proce-
dural reforms and institutional struc-
turing, prerogatives of Members, mi-
nority rights and election reforms.
And throughout the years, he man-
aged to remain close to his constituen-
cy and in the proecess build an enviable
record of service—to individual con-
stituents, their communities, and his
State.
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All of which makes it most appropri-
ate that the U.S. Post Office and
Courthouse Building in Concord, N.H.,
has recently been designated as the
James C. Cleveland Federal Building.
And in conclusion, I want the RECORD
to show that from the standpoint of
his committee colleagues, that desig-
nation was as much a reflection of our
personal regard for Jim and his family
as of our respect and admiration for
his record of service.

When all is said and done around
here, this body is made up of individ-
uals as well as Representatives. One of
the pleasures of serving in this body is
the opportunity to make lasting
friendships, and I shall always value
my friendship with Jim Cleveland.e
e Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to join my colleagues in rec-
ognizing the character and accom-
plishments of former Representative
James C. Cleveland, who well deserves
the honor that we join in celebrating
today.

I first encountered Jim Cleveland
when, as chief counsel for the Eco-
nomic Development Administration, I
came up to the Hill to testify before
his Committee on Public Works and
Transportation. Frankly, at that time
I found him quite intimidating, with
his quick wit and his crusty New
Hampshire demeanor. It was clear to
me even on that brief acquaintance,
however, that Jim Cleveland was one
Member who always did his home-
work. His questions were always per-
ceptive, coming from an obviously
deep knowledge of the legislation and
the programs under his committee’s
jurisdiction.

When I was elected to Congress and
began my service on the committee
before which I had testified, I found
Jim Cleveland to be all that I had
found him before—witty, hard work-
ing, perceptive—and much more. Be-
neath that crusty New Hampshire ex-
terior there lurked a truly good
human being, one who deeply enjoyed
his work here in Congress, who cared
about the products of his committee
and his House—and the only Member
I ever knew to rise and speak in oppo-
sition to a bill—entirely in verse.

As wise as he was witty, Jim Cleve-
land taught this freshman legislator at
least as much as did anyone else in the
96th Congress. I am delighted to join
the other Members speaking today in
celebration of the naming of the Fed-
eral building in Concord, N.H., after
the Honorable James C. Cleveland, a
name that will dignify the building in
the eyes of all those who know the
man.e

AMERICANS EAGERLY AWAIT
THE OLYMPIC COIN PROGRAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
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tleman from Illinois (Mr. ANNUNZIO) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

@ Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, 1
have made a number of pleas for the
immediate enactment of the House-
passed version of the Olympic coin
bill. The fact that our amateur ath-
letes need the funds they would re-
ceive from the sale of these coins as
soon as possible should be reason
enough to act without further delay.
However, there is another very practi-
cal consideration: Thousands of Amer-
icans are eager to purchase the coins
now.

Any good businessman knows the
importance of consumer interest in
the sale of goods. If the product is not
available when the demand is great,
the purchaser often becomes disgrun-
tled by the delay and takes his busi-
ness elsewhere. Each day that we force
these people to wait by delaying the
final enactment of this bill, we run the
risk of losing valuable customers. And
this is a double-edged sword: The
delay frustrates the American con-
sumer and, as a result, causes our ama-
teur athletes to lose huge sums of
money.

The entire purpose of striking Olym-
pic commemorative coins is to raise
money for our athletes. When the
House of Representatives endorsed my
Olympic coin proposal by a margin of
302 to B4, it was a vote to have all of
the proceeds from the sale of these
coins go to the Olympic committees.
This plan calls for the minting of two
silver dollars and one gold $10 coin to
be sold directly to the public by the
Mint. Under the rival plan, the profits
would have been split between the
athletes and the private marketers. By
eliminating the private marketers, my
proposal avoids both excessive profit-
eering and the prospect of scandal.
The coins will be reasonably priced,
and the proceeds from their sale could
be as high as $600 million.

And make no mistake about it,
Americans are interested in buying the
Olympic commemorative coins called
for under this proposal. I have re-
ceived 10,427 pledges from Americans
who would like to buy Olympic com-
memorative silver dollars. Mr. John
Wettstein of Chippewa Falls, Wis.,
writes:

I support Rep. Frank Annunzio in his
quest for a total of 6 coins to be sold openly
by the Mint. If they are to be sold by the
Mint I would order 1 of each. Otherwise,
forget it.

And from Mr.
Carlsbad, N. Mex.:

Congratulations on your recent victory
concerning the handling of Olympic coins.

I think you are 100 percent right in favor-
ing the Mint over private marketers. I would
like to know when the coins are going to be
available to the public.

Obviously, Mr. Partin opposed the
rival plan which called for the minting
of 17 coin designs to be sold through

Stanley Partin of
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private marketers who would have re-
tained 64 percent of the profits. His
feelings are shared by Mr. Harold
Ewald, Jr. of Harrington Park, N.J.:

Even though I am not one of your con-
stituents, I feel that I must write to compli-
ment you on your intelligent, courageous
and successful fight to secure all the profits
from the sale of Olympic coins for our
American athletes.

I watched the House proceedings on C-
SPAN with growing admiration as you
turned what seemed to be an initially losing
substitute into a resounding victory for your
position and for the American public. Please
continue your good work. We need you
watch-dogs to protect us from such bizarre
attempted give-aways.

Mr. Richard Koons of Virginia
Beach, Va., writes:

With great interest I have followed the
debate in regards to the minting of coinage
for the 1984 Los Angeles Olympic Games.
The reason being that I firmly believe in
the olympic games and in government inter-
est in their financial support. Considering
our present economy and an uncertain job
future for the next few years, I cannot see
my attending the games. However, even
though I may not be able to attend, I would,
in some way, like to be able to say I contrib-
uted to our athletes. Also in the years to
come I would like to be able to show and
pass down to my children some momento of
the olympic games of 1984.

Naturally, a 17 coin set costing thousands
of dollars is out of the question. Not only
myself but also millions of Americans would
be unable to purchase such an overwhelm-
ing set. The American public would lose an
opportunity to contribute to the games, but
most importantly, our athletes would be the
biggest losers for they would not receive the
benefit of the funding.

I would prefer an affordable commemora-
tive coin as a momento that I can pass onto
future generations.

Thanks to the overwhelming man-
date of the House of Representatives,
Mr. Koons may be able to purchase a
single, affordable silver dollar. All that
is needed for the House-passed version
of S. 1230 to become law is the approv-
al of the full Congress and the signa-
ture of the President. As soon as these
final steps are taken, these Americans
can begin buying coins—and our ath-
letes can begin receiving money. Until
then, both will have to wait.

PORTUGUESE AMERICAN DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
FRrRANK) is recognized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, today I
am proudly introducing a resolution
designating June 10, 1982, as “Portu-
guese American Day.” This designa-
tion would correspond to a similar dec-
laration made by the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts setting aside June 10
as “Portugal Day” in the Common-
wealth.

I am pleased to be joined in sponsor-
ing this resolution by a distinguished
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Portuguese American, the gentleman
from California, ToNy COELHO.

The Portuguese community in the
United States has a long and very rich
history. Portuguese first came to
North America in the 16th century
and in fact, Portuguese explorers, the
Corte Real brothers, landed near what
is now Fall River, Mass., even before
the Pilgrims. In addition, another Por-
tuguese explorer, Juan Cabrillo, dis-
covered California in 1542. The first
large-scale Portuguese immigration
into the United States after the Revo-
lutionary War occurred in 1820; many
thousands more arrived via whaling
ships during the 19th century. With
almost 150,000 immigrants arriving in
the last 25 years, the Portuguese
American community now numbers
approximately 3 million strong. Clear-
ly, this is a growing and vibrant com-
munity.

Portuguese Americans have made
significant and lasting contributions to
our Nation's history. One of the
founders of the New York Stock Ex-
change, Benjamin Mendes Seixas, was
the son of a Portuguese immigrant,
Isaac Seixas. The first American to be
killed in World War I, Walter Goulart,
was of Portuguese ancestry. Benjamin
Cardoza, one of the greatest Supreme
Court Justices in our history, was Por-
tuguese. John Philip Sousa, the
famous composer; John Dos Passos,
the author; Billy Martin, the baseball
manager; and Robert le Roy Ripley,
the founder of “Ripley’s Believe It or
Not” are all Portuguese Americans.
Humberto Cardinal Medeiros of the
Archdiocese of Boston is also of Portu-
guese extraction.

Mr. Speaker, I am also proud to say
that the first Portuguese American to
have served in this body, the Honora-
ble Frank B. Oliveira, came from my
home State of Massachusetts. In addi-
tion, the first Portuguese school in the
United States was founded in 1910 in
Fall River, in the Santo Christo
Parish. The southeastern portion of
Massachusetts, of which the newly
created fourth congressional district is
a part, has one of the largest popula-
tions of Portuguese Americans in the
country. Their contributions to the
growth and vitality of Massachusetts
have been tremendously important.

I ask my colleagues to take a
moment to reflect upon the impor-
tance of ethnic heritage in the
makeup of this great Nation. The Por-
tuguese American community has a
history of which to be proud and I
hope that the introduction and pas-
sage of this resolution will provide rec-
ognition of their very important con-
tributions and accomplishments.

A copy of the resolution follows.

H.J. Res. 501

Whereas since the 16th century a large
number of individuals of Portuguese origin
have immigrated to, and have become pro-
ductive citizens of, the United States;
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Whereas these Portuguese Americans
have made significant and enduring contri-
butions to the United States, such as the
musical contributions of noted patriotic
composer John Phillip Sousa;

Whereas the accomplishments and values
of Portuguese Americans continue to en-
hance the principles of the constitution of
the United States; and

Whereas all Americans should recognize
the contributions which Portuguese Ameri-
cans have made to United States: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United Stales of America
in Congress assembled, That June 10, 1982,
is designated as “Portuguese American
Day,” and the people of the United States
are called upon to observe such day with ap-
propriate activities and ceremonies.@

REPEAL OF TAX BREAK FOR
MEMBERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. HIGHTOWER)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HIGHTOWER. Mr. Speaker,
late last year this Congress passed leg-
islation that included a substantial tax
deduction for Members of Congress.
The bill removed the $3,000 ceiling on
the amount that Members could
deduct for expenses incurred while
living in Washington, and the result,
retroactive to the 1981 tax year, gave
Members of Congress thousands of
dollars of unverified tax deductions
which had been unavailable to them.

This tax deduction issue was badly
handled by the Congress from begin-
ning to end, and is properly resented
by the American people. There are
some who point out that this legisla-
tion only makes available to Members
of Congress what is already available
to American businessmen. It is true
that businessmen can deduct certain
away-from-home expenses as business
expenses, and Congress should be
treated the same way. The business-
man, however, must itemize and justi-
fy such deductions, a requirement that
was omitted by the congressional ver-
sion.

I think it is highly inappropriate for
Congress to continue to keep on the
books what amounts to a windfall tax
break for itself when the rest of the
Nation is being called on to sacrifice.

Early this year, I cosponsored legis-
lation that would repeal the tax break,
and I signed the discharge petition to
force the bill out of the Ways and
Means Committee and onto the floor
for a vote. I urge my colleagues to
walk up to the Clerk’s desk and sign
this discharge petition a: well. Wheth-
er you favor total repeal of the tax
break or some modification of it, sign
the discharge petition so that we can
get the matter out for discussion and
settled once and for all.
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INTRODUCTION OF WILDERNESS
PROTECTION ACT OF 1982

(Mr. LUJAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at
this point in the REcorb.)

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
happy to join today with my col-
leagues, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr. CLAUSEN,
Mr. UpaLL, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. WiL-
LIAMS of Montana, Mr. PAsSHAYAN, Mrs.
ByroN, Mr. BEREUTER, and Mr. KoGov-
SEK, in today introducing legislation
which we believe will resolve for once
and for all the issue of mineral leasing
and development in wilderness and
wilderness candidate areas.

Over the past year and a half, Con-
gress, and particularly the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, has
been immersed in the debate over min-
eral leasing and development in wil-
«erness and wilderness candidate
areas. Public concern over this issue
commenced early in 1981 when the
Forest Service considered issuing per-
mits for seismic exploration involving
the use of explosives in the Bob Mar-
shall Wilderness in Montana, and
heightened during the course of that
year when leasing recommendations
were developed for wilderness area in
California, Washington, Wyoming and
Arkansas. The furor continued when
three leases were actually granted in
the Capitan Mountains Wilderness in
New Mexico and it was further re-
vealed that there are currently some
1,000 lease applicants pending cover-
ing approximately 3 million acres of
existing wilderness areas. In addition,
hundreds of more applications involv-
ing an untold number of acres are
pending in areas being considered by
Congress or the Forest Service for ad-
dition to the wilderness system. In
almost every case to date where miner-
al leasing or development has been
proposed in wilderness or wilderness
candidate areas, the public reaction
has been strong and overwhelmingly
opposed to leasing and development.

Given this set of circumstances, one
would think that the Government
would simply refuse to issue leases in
wilderness and wilderness candidate
areas. However, matters are not that
simple. Whereas some believe that the
Secretary of the Interior has ample
discretion under existing law to refuse
to issue mineral leases in wilderness
areas. the legal community is divided
as to whether lease applications can be
rejected simply because an area is in
wilderness or under consideration for
wilderness. In particular, both the De-
partments of the Interior and Agricul-
ture interpret the law as to deny them
discretion to turn down lease applica-
tions based solely on wilderness
grounds. To give Congress time to ad-
dress the issues, Secretary Watt has
placed a moratorium on leasing until
the end of 1982 and has suggested that
Congress amend the law if it wishes to
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clearly enunciate a policy against min-
eral leasing in wilderness and wilder-
ness candidate areas. Our bill does pre-
cisely that. Several other bills and one
resolution have been introduced in
Congress addressing the subject in var-
ious ways.

The bill we are introducing today re-
sponds to voluminous mail and testi-
mony received from over 500 individ-
ual witnesses at the nine public hear-
ings on the wilderness/mineral leasing
issue held by the House Subcommittee
on Public Lands and National Parks
since last fall. From those hearings we
were able to discern four basic princi-
ples:

The public appears to oppose almost
unanimously mineral leasing and de-
velopment in wilderness.

There is overwhelming public oppo-
sition to seismic activities involving
the use of explosives in designated wil-
derness areas.

Areas under consideration for addi-
tion to the wilderness system should
not be leased until congressional or
Forest Service planning processes
and/or reviews of wilderness potential
and suitability are completed, and an
area is judged unsuitable for wiider-
ness.

The controversial and devisive issue
of “release’” language should not be in-
cluded in legislation dealing with the
subject of mineral leasing.

These basic principles form the core
of our bill and speak for themselves.
In drafting the legislation we also rec-
ognized a need for allowing nonde-
structive mineral inventories of wilder-
ness and wilderness candidate areas; a
need for some sort of authority for the
President, with the concurrence of
Congress, to allow withdrawn areas to
be opened for development in cases of
urgent national need; and a need to
honor valid existing rights. These pro-
visions can be found in sections 4, 5,
and 6 of the bill.

Because of the numerous bills and
suggestions that were presented to the
committee and considered in the draft-
ing of our bill, we believe it is also im-
portant to note what the bill does not
do.

Although the hearings revealed con-
siderable public support for a mining
law withdrawal, the bill does not in
any way affect or alter existing law in-
sofar as access to wilderness or wilder-
ness candidate areas for purposes of
“hardrock’ mining exploration and de-
velopment under the 1872 mining law
is concerned. Thus, exploration for,
and development of, so-called strategic
minerals such as cobalt, chromium,
manganese, nickel and tungsten is not
affected by the bill. “Hardrock” min-
erals will continue to be governed by
existing laws, including the 1872
mining law and the Wilderness Act.

The bill does not withdraw the 24
million acres of BLM wilderness study
areas. Despite a preponderance of tes-
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timony in favor of withdrawing these
BLM lands, we believe they- should
continue to be administered and pro-
tected as required under the interim
wilderness study management provi-
sions of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA).
These interim management provisions
have been labored over for some 6
yvears now and have been the subject
of repeated revisions, refinements and
legal opinions. While we may not all
agree with various provisions of the
current interim management policies,
we believe statutory revision at this
time would only create new uncertain-
ties and interfere with ongoing admin-
istrative and judicial actions to inter-
pret the law and develop a coherent
set of interim management regulations
and policies.

The bill does not contain so-called
“release” language. In rejecting re-
lease language in the bill not only are
we responding to overwhelming public
testimony opposing linkage of the re-
lease and wilderness/leasing issues,
but we are also recognizing that re-
lease is nongermane to the wilderness/
leasing question. For one thing, the
wilderness/leasing debate centers
around the issue of whether mineral
leasing for oil, gas, coal, geothermal
and other mineral potential should be
allowed in wilderness or wilderness
candidate areas on which a wilder-
ness/nonwilderness decision has not
yet been made. The release issue, how-
ever, goes far beyond this relatively
simple question, and speaks to the
opening of lands determined unsuit-
able as wilderness for timber harvest,
road construction, water project devel-
opment, intensive grazing develop-
ment, and other development uses.
Further, because release only speaks
to the development side of the wilder-
ness equation, we believe it necessarily
must be incorporated only in legisla-
tion which at the same time designates
wilderness * * * and the leasing mora-
torium imposed by Secretary Watt
does not allow time to develop consen-
sus wilderness designation/wilderness
release bills on a State-by-State or re-
gional basis.

Finally, we have noted that the re-
lease issue has become so controver-
sial, particularly as it relates to the
question of whether Forest Service
planners can reconsider and study wil-
derness as a possible land use in the
future, that its.inclusion in a bill deal-
ing with mineral leasing in wilderness
could fatally impair chances of the
bill’s passage prior to the expiration of
Secretary Watt's leasing moratorium.
This would leave the Secretary with-
out the official guidance he has re-
quested from Congress, and would
raise the possibility that Congress
might have to resort to use of its
emergency withdrawal authority
under section 204(e) of FLPMA, or
other measures, to block any unde-
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sired leasing. We feel legislative reso-
lution of the problem is far preferable,
and do not wish to see legislation to
implement the public consensus
against leasing fail over the unrelated
issues of timber harvest and future
forest planning procedures. The re-
lease controversy can, and should be
resolved separately in the context of
statewide or regional RARE II bills, as
it was in the last Congress in Alaska,
Colorado, and New Mexico.

In summary, Mr. Speaker, we believe
our bill represents a reasonable com-
promise on the wilderness/leasing
issue. It permanently protects existing
wilderness from the adverse impacts of
mineral leasing and development and
insures that the wilderness character
of areas under consideration for addi-
tion to the national wilderness preser-
vation system will not be impaired by
mineral leasing and development until
either Forest Service or congressional
wilderness evaluations are completed.
While it does not protect as many
areas and acres as some conservation
groups might wish, and does not ad-
dress industry concerns for timber de-
velopment and amended forest plan-
ning procedures, we believe it is a logi-
cal approach which responds to the
major concerns expressed by the
public. We would urge our colleagues
to join us in cosponsoring this biparti-
san approach to a sensitive problem.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission
to address the House, following the
legislative program and any special
orders heretofore entered, was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Breaux) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. GonzaLEz, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. ANnuNnzIo, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. CoELHO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Frang, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. HicHTOWER, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. BepeLL, for 10 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission
to revise and extend remarks was
granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Craic) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. GINGRICH.

Mr. McKINNEY.

Mr. HOPKINS.

Mr. McGRATH.

Mr. BEREUTER in two instances.

Mr. LUNGREN.

Mr. MicHEL in two instances.

Mr. DAUB.

Mr. McDADE:.
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Mr. Youne of Florida in 10 in-
stances.

Mr. BROOMFIELD.

Mr. WirrLiams of Ohio.

Mr. LEWIS.

Mr. Duncan in two instances.

Mr, LeacH of Iowa.

Mr. GILMAN.

Mr. Evans of Delaware.

Mr. ROTH.

Mr. HAGEDORN.

Mr. PORTER.

Mr. EMERY.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Breaux) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. pE Luco in two instances.

Mr. HOWARD.

Mr. Sorarz in two instances.

Mr. RoE in two instances.

Mr. REUSS.

Mr. AuCoIn in two instances.

Mr. MAZZOLI.

Mrs. BYRON.

Mr. HUBBARD.

Mr. SANTINI.

Mr. FLIPPO.

Mr. NEAL.

Mr. Biacar in two instances.

SENATE ENROLLED JOINT
RESOLUTIONS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his sig-
nature to enrolled joint resolutions of
the Senate of the following titles:

S.J. Res. 131, Joint resolution designating
“National Theatre Week'’;

S.J. Res. 140. Joint resolution designating
February 11, 1983, *“National Inventors’
Day"; and

S.J. Res. 149. Joint resolution to designate
the week of June 6, 1982, through June 12,
1982, as “National Child Abuse Prevention
Week."”

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HIGHTOWER. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 2 o'clock and 50 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, June 9, 1982, at
10 a.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

4109. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a
letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, U.S. Department of Justice,
transmitting a draft of proposed legis-
lation to provide for and encourage
criminal justice research and demon-
stration programs and the collection
and analysis of statistical information
concerning crime, and for other pur-
poses, was taken from the Speaker’s
table and referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
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tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. HAGEDORN:

H.R. 6541. A bill to expand exports of U.S.
agricultural commeodities, develop commer-
cial markets for such commodities, promote
the foreign policy of the United States, and
for other purposes; jointly, to the Commit-
tees on Agriculture and Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. LUJAN (for himself, Mr, Sg1-
BERLING, Mr. CLAUSEN, Mr. UbpaLL,
Mr. LacoMARSINO, Mr. WiLLiamMs of
Montona, Mr. PAsHAYAN, Mrs.
BYRON, Mr. BEREUTER, and Mr. Ko-
GOVSEK).

H.R. 6542. A bill to withdraw certain lands
from mineral leasing, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

By Mr. ST GERMAIN:

H.R. 6543. A bill to suspend for 2 years
the duty on parts of stepper motors; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FRANK (for himself and Mr.
COELHO):

H.J. Res. 501. Joint resolution to designate
June 10, 1982, as "Portuguese American
Day"; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. ROE:

H.J. Res, 502. Joint resolution to provide
for the designation of the 41st anniversary
of the renewal of Ukrainian Independence,
June 30, 1982, as “Ukrainian Independence
Day”; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. MOFFETT (for himself, Mrs.
Swowe, Mr. WypeN, Mr. FAUNTROY,
Mr. MaTsvul, and Mrs. CHISHOLM):

H. Con. Res. 354. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of Congress respecting
maintaining existing regulations assuring
nursing home compliance with medicare
health and safety requirements; jointly to
the Committees on Ways and Means and
Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. YATES:

H. Res. 493. Resolution to disapprove the
land acquisition, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service deferral; to the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

H. Res. 494. Resolution to disapprove the
construction and anadromous fish deferral;
to the Committee on Appropriations.

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BROOKS:

H.R. 6544. A bill for the relief of Harry W.

McEKee; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. FAZIO:

H.R. 6545. A bill for the relief of Margaret
Patricia Lind; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon-
sors were added to public bills and res-
olutions as follows:

H.R. 3252: Mr. Davis and Mr. HERTEL.

H.R. 4147: Mr. LUKEN, Mr. ANDERSON, and
Mr. DUNN.

H.R. 4975: Mr. Davis, Mr. SHUMWAY, Mr.
Dunn, and Mr. McCLOSKEY.

H.R. 5133: Mr. Hawgkins, Mr. PHILLIP
BurToN, Mr. Biacer, Mr. CLINGER, and Mr.
WIRTH.
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H.R. 5147: Mr. ERTEL.

H.R. 5192: Mr. Evans of Delaware, Mr.
GoopLiNg, Mr. Horrawp, Mr. Kazen, Mr.
RoBerTs of South Dakota, Mr. RoEMER, Mr.
SHELBY, Mr. STokES, Mr. VaANDER JAGT, and
Mr. GEPHARDT.

H.R. 5211: Mr. NEAL.

H.R. 5449: Mr. OxLEY, Mr. DOwWNEY, Mr.
PoORTER, Mr. WEseR of Ohio, Mr. Lowery of
California, Mr. ForsYTHE, Mr. GoRrg, Mr.
RoEMER, Mr. Barnarp, Mr. Loxc of Mary-
land, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. WALKER, Mr. YATRON,
Mr. Fazio, Mr. WEaveR, Mrs. CHisHOLM, Mr.
Younc of Florida, Mr. MiNETA, Mr. VENTO,
Mr. Rog, Mr. Hypg, Mr. BArRNES, Mr.
BapHaM, Mrs. CoLLINs of Illinois, Mr. Guar-
N1, and Mr. NEaL.

H.R. 5573: Mr. ForsYTHE, Mr. Dicks, Mr.
ALBOSTA, Mr. Lonc of Louisiana, Mr. San-
TINI, Mr. Traxrer, Mrs. Rouxema, Mr.
MircHELL of New York, and Mr. Davis.

H.R. 5762: Mr. SCHEUER.

H.R. 5833: Mr. StanTON of Ohio.

H.R. 5859: Mr. BaiLEy of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 5995: Ms. MiIKULsSKI, Mr. SCHEUER,
Mr. NeaL, Mr. Waxman, Mr. WypeN, Mrs.
RoukeEma, Mr. DownNEY, Mr. AKAKA, Mr.
PEYSER, Mr. Marsui, Mr. GEJDENSON, and
Mr. LANTOS.

H.R. 6070: Mr, WEAVER.

H.R. 6239: Mr. Hype, Mrs. KENNELLY, MT.
James K. Coywne, Mr. D'AMOURS, Mr.
HorTON, Mr. MiLLER of California, Mr, Lun-
DINE, Mr. MARRIOTT, Mr. MoTTL, Ms. OAKAR,
Mr. ScHULZE, and Mr. CoELHO.

H.R. 6315: Mr. KASTENMEIER.

H.R. 6321: Mr. KoGovsEg, Mr. McGRATH,
and Mrs. ROUKEMA.

H.R. 6461: Mr. DyYsonN.

H.J. Res. 172: Mr. Kramer and Mr. Ben-
NETT.

H.J. Res. 456: Mr. Sunia, Mr. Rog, Mr.
FauNTROY, Mr. HaTcHER, Mr. HarL of Ohio,
Mr. MURTHA, Mr. Won PaT, Mr. HuGHES, Mr.,
SNYDER, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. WEeiss, Mr.
LawTOs, Mr. Lort, Mr. DENARDIS, Mr. LevI-
TAS, Mr. WALKER, Mr. MADpIGAN, Mr. FLirPo,
Mr. DuncaN, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. QUIL-
LEN, Mr. ForRsYTHE, Mr. DownNEY, Mr.
VENTO, Mr. RINALDO, Mr. MARRIOTT, and Mr.
PERKINS.

H. Con. Res. 278: Mr. Weser of Ohio, Mr.
Nowax, Mr, PHILLIP BURTON, Mr. COUGHLIN,
Mr. BrRINEKLEY, Mr. Marriorr, and Mr.
HARKIN.

H. Con. Res. 311: Mr. OTTINGER.

H. Con. Res. 335: Mrs. RouxkeEMa, Mr.
VenTo, and Mrs. MarTIN of Illinois.

H. Con. Res. 341: Mr. Gissons, Mr. QuiL-
LEN, Mr. PRANK, Mrs., BouQuagrp, Mr. DIcks,
Mr. SmiTH of Pennsylvania, Mr. SHELBY, Mr.
STANGELAND, Mr. FoRSYTHE, Mr. LAGOMAR-
siNo, Mr. DascHLE, Mr. ALBOSTA, Mr.
WyDEN, Mr. LanNTOS, Mr. RogE, Mr. RAHALL,
Mr. Weser of Ohio, Mr. McKINNEY, Mr.
Soromon, Mr. KiLpee, Mr. OTTINGER, Mr.
MaTtsulr, Mr. WeAvER, Mr. Hover, and Mr.
IRELAND

H. Res. 371: Mr. McDapE and Mr. MILLER
of Ohio.

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon-
sors were deleted from public bills and
resolutions as follows:

H.R. 5705: Mr. BENEDICT.

H. Con. Res. 297: Mr. GREGG.
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AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H. Con. Res. 352
By Mr. JONES of Oklahoma.:

(Amendment in the nature of a substi-
tute.)

—Strike all after the resolving clause and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

TITLE I-REVISION OF THE CONGRES-
SIONAL BUDGET FOR THE UNITED
STATES GOVERNMENT FOR THE
FISCAL YEAR 1982
SectioN 101. The provisions of this title

shall supersede the figures reaffirmed in S.

Con. Res. 50 of the Ninety-seventh Congress

for the fiscal year beginning on October 1,

1981.

Sec. 102. (a)1) The level of Federal rev-
nues is $627,000,000,000 and the net amount
by which the aggregate level of Federal rev-
enues should be decreased is $200,000,000;

(2) The level of total new budget author-
ity is $785,850,000,000;

(3) The level of total budget outlays is
$745,050,000,000;

(4) The amount of the deficit in the
budget is $118,050,000,000;

(5) The level of the public debt is
$1,143,100,000,000, and the amount by
which the temporary statutory limit on
such debt should accordingly be increased is
$63,300,000,000; and

(6) The level of total gross obligations for
the principal amount of direct loans is
$61,200,000,000, and the level of total new
primary commitments to guarantee loan
principal is $99,100,000,000, and the level of
total new secondary commitments to guar-
antee loan principal is $68,250,000,000.

(b) Based on allocations of the appropri-
ate level of total new budget authority and
of total budget outlays as set forth in para-
graphs (2) and (3) of subsection (a) of this
section of this resolution, the Congress
hereby determines and declares that, for
the fiscal year beginning on October 1, 1981,
the appropriate levels of new budget au-
thority and the estimated budget outlays
for each major functional category are as
follows:

(1) National Defense (050):

(A) New budget
$218,200,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $190,800,000,000.

(2) International Affairs (150

(A) New budget authority, $16,750,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $11,450,000,000.

(3) General Science, Space, and Technolo-
gy (250):

(A) New budget authority, $7,000,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $7,000,000,000.

(4) Energy (270):

(A) New budget authority, $4,750,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $6,500,000,000.

(3;501] Natural Resources and Environment
(A) New budget authority, $10,400,000,000;
(B) Outlays, $12,850,000,000.

(6) Agriculture (350):

(A) New budget authority, $9,900,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $13,800,000,000.

(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):

(A) New budget authority, $7,500,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $3,750,000,000.

(8) Transportation (400):

(A) New budget authority, $21,350,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $21,450,000,000.

(9) Community and Regional Develop-
ment (450):

(A) New budget authority, $7,000,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $8,650,000,000.

authority,
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(10) Education, Training, Employment
and Social Services (500):

(A) New budget authority, $25,950,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $28,500,000,000.

(11) Health (550):

(A) New budget authority, $79,050,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $73,750,000,000.

(12) Income Security (600):

A) New budget
$261,350,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $251,850,000,000.

(13) Veterans Benefits and Services (700):

(A) New budget authority, $24,800,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $23,800,000,000.

(14) Administration of Justice (750):

(A) New budget authority, $4,500,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $4,650,000,000.

(15) General Government (800):

(A) New budget authority, $5,200,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $5,050,000,000.

(16) General Purpose Fiscal Assistance
(850):

(A) New budget authority, $6,350,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $6,350,000,000.

(17) Interest (900):

(A) New
$102,200,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $102,200,000,000.

(18) Allowances (920):

(A) New budget authority, $3,850,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $2,900,000,000.

(19) Undistributed Offsetting
(950):

(A) New
—$30,250,000,000;

(B) Outlays, —$30,250,000,000.

Sec. 103. (a) There is established a con-
gressional Federal credit budget for fiscal
year 1982 of which the levels of total Feder-
al credit activity for fiscal year 1982 are:

1) New direct loan obligations,
$63,400,000,000.

(2) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $74,850,000,000.

(3) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $68,950,000,000.

(b) Based on allocations of the appropri-
ate levels of total Federal credit activity as
set forth in paragraph (1) of this subsection,
the appropriate levels of new direct loan ob-
ligations, new primary loan guarantee com-
mitments, and new secondary loan guaran-
tee commitments for each functional cate-
gory are as follows:

(1) National Defense (050):

(A) New direct loan obligations, $0;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(2) International Affairs (150):

(A) New direct loan
$10,400,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $8,100,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(3) General Science, Space and Technolo-
gy (250X

(A) New
$200,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(4) Energy (270):

(A) New direct
$10,300,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $400,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(3350)} Natural Resources and Environment

authority,

budget authority,

Receipts

budget authority,

obligations,

direct loan obligations,

loan obligations,
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(A) New obligations,
$50,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(6) Agriculture (350):

(A) New direct
$22,600,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $2,700,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(T) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):

(A) New direct loan obligations,
$12,050,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $26,200,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $68,200,000,000.

(8) Transportation (400):

(A) New direct loan
$350,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $750,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $50,000,000.

(9) Community and Regional Develop-
ment (450):

(A) New
$2,000,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $850,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(10) Education, Training,
and Social Services (500):

(A) New direct
$1,300,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $6,500,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $700,000,000.

(11) Health (550):

(A) New direct
$50,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $100,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(12) Income Security (600):

(A) New direct loan
$2,750,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $17,050,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(13) Veterans Benefits and Services (700):

(A) New direct loan obligations,
$1,050,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $11,900,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(14) Administration of Justice (750):

(A) New direct loan obligations, $0;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(15) General Government (800):

(A) New direct loan obligations,
$50,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(16) General Purpose Fiscal Assistance
(850):

(A) New
$250,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $300,000,000;

direct loan

loan obligations,

obligations,

direct loan obligations,

Employment,

loan obligations,

loan

obligations,

obligations,

direct loan

obligations,
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(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(17) Interest (900):

(A) New direct loan obligations, $0;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(18) Allowances (920):

(A) New direct loan obligations, $0;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(19) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts
(950):

({A) New direct loan obligations, $0;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(e) It is the sense of the Congress that the
President and the Congress, through the ap-
propriations process, should limit in fiscal
year 1982 the off-budget lending activity of
the Federal Government to a level not to
exceed $30,200,000,000, the on-budget lend-
ing activity to a level not to exceed
$33,200,000,000, new primary loan guarantee
commitments to a level not to exceed
$74,850,000,000, and new secondary loan
guarantee commitments to a level not to
exceed $68,950,000,000.

TITLE II—SETTING FORTH THE CON-
GRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR THE
UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT FOR
THE FISCAL YEARS 1983, 1984, AND
1985

Skec. 201. The Congress hereby determines
and declares, pursuant to section 301(a) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, that
for the fiscal year beginning on October 1,
1982—

(1) the level of Federal revenues is
$676,700,000,000 and the net amount by
which the aggregate level of Federal reve-
nues should be increased is $31,700,000,000;

(2) the level of total new budget authority
is $836,200,000,000;

(3) the level of total budget outlays is
$784,150,000,000;

(4) the amount of the deficit in the budget
is $107,450,000,000; and

(5) the level of the public debt is
$1,290,200,000,000, and the amount by
which the statutory limit on such debt
should accordingly be increased is
$890,200,000,000.

Sec. 202. Based on allocations of the ap-
propriate level of total new budget author-
ity and of total budget outlays as set forth
in paragraphs (2) and (3) of section 201 of
this resolution, the Congress hereby deter-
mines and -declares pursuant to section
301(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 that, for the fiscal year beginning on
October 1, 1982, the appropriate level of
new budget authority and the estimated
budget outlays for each major functional
category are as follows:

(1) National Defense (050):

(A) New budget
$242,850,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $212,300,000,000.

(2) International Affairs (150):

(A) New budget authority, $16,450,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $12,100,000,000.

(3) General Science, Space, and Technolo-
gy (250):

(A) New budget authority, $8,150,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $7,750,000,000.

(4) Energy (270):

(A) New budget authority, $5,000,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $4,700,000,000.

authority,
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3(5} Natural Resources and Environment
(300):

({A) New budget authority, $9,650,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $11,000,000,000.

(6) Agriculture (350):

(A) New budget authority, $12,000,000,000;

{B) Outlays, $10,150,000,000.

(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):

(A) New budget authority, $8,050,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $3,050,000,000.

(8) Transportation (400);

({A) New budget authority, $22,300,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $20,400,000,000.

(9) Community and Regional Develop-
ment (450):

(A) New budget authority, $7,000,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $7,900,000,000.

(10) Education, Training,
and Social Services (500):

(A) New budget authority, $28,700,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $27,900,000,000.

(11) Health (550):

(A) New budget authority, $77,300,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $80,850,000,000.

(12) Income Security (600):

(A) New budget
$285,000,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $275,950,000,000.

(13) Veterans Benefits and Services (700):

(A) New budget authority, $24,400,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $23,650,000,000.

(14) Administration of Justice (750):

(A) New budget authority, $4,600,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $4,650,000,000.

(15) General Government (800):

(A) New budget authority, $5,000,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $4,850,000,000.

(16) General Purpose Fiscal Assistance
(850):

(A) New budget authority, $6,500,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $6,500,000,000.

(17) Interest (900):

(A) New
$114,850,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $114,850,000,000.

(18) Allowances (920):

(A) New budget authority, —$950,000,000;

(B) Outlays, —$750,000,000,

(19) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts
(950):

(A) New
—$43,650,000,000;

(B) Outlays, —$43,650,000,000.

Sec. 203 (a). There is established a con-
gressional Federal credit budget for fiscal
year 1983 of which the levels of total Feder-
al credit activity for fiscal year 1983 are:

(1) New direct loan  obligations,
$61,200,000,000.

(2) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $99,100,000,000.

(3) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $68,250,000,000.

(b) Based on allocations of the appropri-
ate levels of total Feederal credit activity as
set forth in paragraph (1) of this subsection,
the appropriate levels of new direct loan ob-
ligations, new primary loan guarantee com-
mitments, and new secondary loan guaran-
tee commitments for each functional cate-
gory are as follows:

(1) National Defense (050):

(A) New direct loan obligations, $0;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(2) International Affairs (150):

(A) New direct loan
$11,150,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $8,950,000,000,;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Employment

authority,

budget authority,

budget authority,

obligations,
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(3) General Science, Space, and Technolo-
gy (250):

(A) New
£150,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(4) Energy (270):

(A) New direct
$11,950,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, —$850,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(5) Natural Resources and Environment
(300):

(A) New
$50,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(6) Agriculture (350);

(A) New direct
$19,150,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $2,650,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):

(A) New . direct loan obligations,
$12,150,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $40,100,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $68,250,000,000.

(8) Transportation (400):

(A) New direct loan
$350,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $750,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(9) Community and Regional Develop-
ment (450):

(A) New
$1,950,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $500,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(10) Education, Training, Employment,
and Social Services (500):

(A) New direct
$850,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $7,250,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(11) Health (550):

(A) New direct
$50,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $100,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(12) Income Security (600):

(A) New direct loan
$2,050,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $18,700,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(13) Veterans Benefits and Services (700):

(A) New direct loan obligations,
$1,050,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $20,950,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(14) Administration of Justice (750):

(A) New direct loan obligations, $0;

direct loan obligations,

loan obligations,

direct loan  obligations,

loan

obligations,

obligations,

direct loan obligations,

loan obligations,

loan

obligations,
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(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(15) General Government (800):

{A) New direct loan obligations,
$50,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(16) General Purpose Fiscal Assistance
(850);

(A) New
$250,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(1T Interest (900):

(A) New direct loan obligations, $0;

(B) New primary loan guarantee, commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(18) Allowances (920):

(A) New direct loan obligations, $0;

(B) New primary loan guarantee, commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(19) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts
(950):

{A) New direct loan obligations, $0;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(¢) It is the sense of the Congress that the
President and the Congress, through the ap-
propriations process, should limit in fiscal
year 1983 the off-budget lending activity of
the Federal Government to a level not to
exceed $31,050,000,000, the on-budget lend-
ing activity to a level not to exceed
$30,150,000,000, new primary loan guarantee
commitments to a level not to exceed
$99,100,000,000, and new secondary loan
guarantee commitments to a level not to
exceed $68,250,000,000.

Sec. 204. The Congress sets forth the fol-
lowing budgetary levels for fiscal years 1984
and 1985—

(1) the level of Federal revenues is as fol-
lows:

Fiscal year 1984: $753,650,000,000;

Fiscal year 1985: $846,550,000,000;
and the amount by which the aggregate
levels of Federal revenues should be in-
creased or decreased is as follows:

Fiscal year 1984: $51,650,000,000;

Fiscal year 1985: $66,550,000,000.

(2) the level of total new budget authority
is as follows:

Fiscal year 1984: $891,900,000,000;

Fiscal year 1985: $957,700,000,000.

(3) the level of total budget outlays is as
follows:

Fiscal year 1984: $832,050,000,000;
Fiscal year 1985: $888,450,000,000.
(4) the amount of the deficit in the budget

direct loan obligations,

is:
Fiscal year 1984: $78,400,000,000;
Fiscal year 1985: $41,900,000,000.
(5) the level of the public debt is as fol-
lows:

Fiscal year 1984: $1,426,600,000,000;

Fiscal year 1985: $1,551,100,000,000;
and the amount by which the statutory
limit on such debt should be accordingly in-
creased is as follows:

Fiscal year 1984: $1,026,600,000,000;

Fiscal year 1985: $1,151,100,000,000.

Sec. 205. Based on allocations of the ap-
propriate level of total new budget author-
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ity and of total budget outlays for fiscal
years 1984 and 1985 as set forth above, the
appropriate level of new budget authority
and the estimated budget outlays for each
major functional category are respectively
as follows:

(1) National Defense (050):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New
$268,750,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $235,950,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New
$207,050,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $267,050,000,000.

(2) International Affairs (150):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $16,800,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $12,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $21,200,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $12,350,000,000.

(3) General Science, Space, and Technolo-
gy (250)

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $8,300,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $8,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $8,100,000,000;

({B) Outlays, $8,050,000,000.

(4) Energy (270):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $4,400,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $3,750,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $4,350,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $3,550,000,000.

(5) Natural Resources and Environment
(300):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $9,000,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $10,050,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $8,600,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $9,100,000,000.

(6) Agriculture (350);

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $8,550,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $8,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $7,000,000,000:

(B) Outlays, $7,650,000,000.

(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $8,650,000,000:

(B) Outlays, $2,750,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $8,350,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $2,600,000,000.

(8) Transportation (400):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $22,400,000,000:

(B) Outlays, $20,050,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $22,950,000,000:

(B) Outlays, $20,250,000,000.

(9) Community and Regional Develop-
ment (450):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $7,150,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $7,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $7,350,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $7,700,000,000.

(10) Education, Training, Employment,
and Social Services (500):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $28,750,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $29,000,000,000;

Fiscal year 1985;

(A) New budget authority, $28,800,000,000:

(B) Outlays, $28,750,000,000;

(11) Health (550):

Fiscal year 1984:

budget authority,

budget authority,
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(A) New budget authority, $81,900,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $90,650,000,000;

Fiscal year 1985:

({A) New budget authority, $94,250,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $102,450,000,000;

(12) Income Security (600):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New
$315,050,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $291,700,000,000;

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New
$345,350,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $314,550,000,000,

(13) Veterans Benefits and Services (700)

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $25,650,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $24,900,000,000;

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $26,700,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $26,500,000,000.

(14) Administration of Justice (750):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $4,600,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $4,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $4,600,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $4,600,000,000.

(15) General Government (800):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $4,700,000,000:

(B) Outlays, $4,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $4,700,000,000:

(B) Outlays, $4,500,000,000.

(16) General Purpose Fiscal Assistance
(850):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $6,750,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $6,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $6,850,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $6,850,000,000,

(17) Interest (800):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New
$119,650,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $119,650,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New
$111,700,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $111,700,000,000.

(18) Allowances (920):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $350,000,000:

(B) Outlays, $700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $650,000,000:

(B) Outlays, $1,100,000,000,

(19) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts
(950):

Fiscal year 1984:
(A) New
—$49,500,000,000;

(B) Outlays, —$49,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New
—$50,850,000,000;

(B) Outlays, —$50,850,000,000.

TITLE III-PROVIDING RECONCILIA-
TION INSTRUCTIONS AND OTHER
ENFORCEMENT MEASURES

PART A—RECONCILIATON INSTRUCTIONS

Sec. 301. Pursuant to section 301(b)(2) of
the Budget Act—

(A) the House Committee on Agriculture
shall report changes in law within the juris-
diction of that committee to reduce spend-
ing in amounts sufficient to reduce budget
authority by $207,000,000 and outlays by
$207,000,000 in fiscal year 1983; further, the
Congress finds that the prospect of unac-
ceptably high budget deficits in future fiscal

budget authority,

budget authority,

budget authority,

budget authority,

budget authority,

budget authority,




12982

years requires additional savings of
$530,000,000 in budget authority and
$530,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1984,
and $661,000,000 in budget authority and
$661,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1985.
(B) the House Committee on Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs shall report
changes in law within the jurisdiction of
that committee to reduce spending in
amounts sufficient to reduce budget author-
ity by $0 and outlays by $695,000,000 in
fiscal year 1983; further, the Congress finds
that the prospect of unacceptably high
budget deficits in future fiscal years re-
quires additional savings of $0 in budget au-
thority and $697,000,000 in outlays in fiscal
year 1984, and $0 in budget authority and
$687,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1985.
(C) the House Committee on Energy and
Commerce shall report changes in law
within the jurisdiction of that committee to
reduce spending in amounts sufficient to
reduce budget authority by $59,000,000 and
outlays by $59,000,000 in fiscal year 1983,
further, the Congress finds that the pros-
pect of unacceptably high budget deficits in
future fiscal years requires additional sav-
ings of $65,000,000 in budget authority and
$65,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1984,
and $72,000,000 in budget authority and
$72,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1985.
(D) the House Committee on Veterans’
Affairs shall report changes in law within
the jurisdiction of that committee to reduce
spending in amounts sufficient to reduce
budget authority by $171,000,000 and out-
lays by $171,000,000 in fiscal year 1983; fur-
ther, the Congress finds that the prospect
of unacceptably high budget deficits in
future fiscal years requires additional sav-
ings of $187,000,000 in budget authority and
$187,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1984,
and $195,000,000 in budget authority and
$195,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1985.
(E) the House Committee on Ways and
Means shall report changes in law within
the jurisdiction of that committee to reduce
spending in amounts sufficient to reduce
budget authority by $334,000,000 and out-
lays by $1,749,000,000 in fiscal year 1983;
further, the Congress finds that the pros-
pect of unacceptably high budget deficits in
future fiscal years requires additional sav-
ings of $205,000,000 in budget authority and
$2.708,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1984,
and $267,000,000 in budget authority and
$3,173,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1985.
(F) the House Committee on Ways and
Means shall report changes in laws within
the jurisdiction of the committee sufficient
to increase revenue by $31,700,000,000 for
fiscal year 1983; further, the Congress finds
that the prospect of unacceptably high defi-
cits in future years requires additional reve-
nues of $51,650,000,000 for fiscal year 1984,
and $66,550,000,000 for fiscal year 1985. If
the changes in laws reported to the House
Committee on the Budget by the House
Committee on Ways and Means pursuant to
section 301(F) of this resolution contain
changes involving the imposition of new or
expanded taxes to directly finance programs
within the jurisdiction of any other Com-
mittee of the House (including, but not lim-
ited to, inland waterways or deep draft
ports) or the imposition of any new or ex-
panded user fees within the jurisdiction of
any other Committee of the House, an ap-
propriate referral pursuant to Rule X of the
Rules of the House should be considered.
Sec. 302. Pursuant to section 301(b)X2) of
the Budget Act—
(A) the Senate Committee on Finance
shall report changes in law within the juris-
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diction of that committee to reduce spend-
ing in amounts sufficient to reduce budget
authority by $393,000,000 and outlays by
$1,808,000,000 in fiscal year 1983; further,
the Congress finds that the prospect of un-
acceptably high budget deficits in future
yvears requires additional savings of
$270,000,000 in budget authority and
$2,773,000,000 in outlays for fiscal years
1984, and $239,000,000 in budget authority
and $3,245,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year
1985.

(B) the Senate Committee on Finance
shall report changes in laws within the ju-
risdiction of that committee sufficient to in-
crease revenues by $31,700,000,000 for fiscal
yvear 1983; further, the Congress finds that
the prospect of unacceptably high budget
deficits in future fiscal years requires addi-
tional revenues of $51,650,000,000 for fiscal
year 1984, and $66,550,000,000 in fiscal year
1985.

(C) the Senate Committee on Agriculture,
Nutrition, and Forestry report changes in
law within the jurisdiction of that commit-
tee to reduce spending in amounts sufficient
to reduce budget authority by $207,000,000
and outlays by $207,000,000 in fiscal year
1983; further, the Congress finds that the
prospect of unacceptably high budget defi-
cits in future years requires additional sav-
ings of $530,000,000 in budget authority and
$530,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 1984,
and $661,000,000 in budget authority and
$661,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1985.

(D) the Senate Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs report changes
in law within the jurisdiction of that com-
mittee to reduce spending in amounts suffi-
cient to reduce budget authority by
$90,000,000 and outlays by $785,000,000 in
fiscal year 1983; further, the Congress finds
that the prospect of unacceptably high
budget deficits in future years requires addi-
tional savings of $100,000,000 in budget au-
thority and $797,000,000 in outlays for fiscal
vear 1984, and $104,000,000 in budget au-
thority and $791,000,000 in outlays in fiscal
year 1985.

(E) the Senate Committee on Veterans'
Affairs shall report changes in law within
the jurisdiction of that committee to reduce
spending in amounts sufficient to reduce
budget authority by $81,000,000 and outlays
by $81,000,000 in fiscal year 1983; further,
the Congress finds that the prospect of un-
acceptably high budget deficits in future
years requires additional savings of
$87,000,000 in budget authority and
$87,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 1984,
and $91,000,000 in budget authority and
$91,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1985.

Sec. 303. The committees names in sec-
tions 301(A)-(D) and 302(C)-(E) shall
submit their recommendations to the Com-
mittees on the Budget of their respective
Houses. Those recommendations shall be
sufficient to accomplish the changes re-
quired by such subsection. After receiving
those recommendations, the Committees on
the Budget shal-report to the House and
Senate a reconciliation bill or resolution or
both carrying out all such recommendations
without any substantive revision.

DEFERRED ENROLLMENT

Sec. . (a) In the House of Representa-
tives, no bill or resolution providing—

(1) new budget authority for fiscal year
1983, or

(2) new spending authority described in
section * 401(cX2XC) of the Congressional
Budget Act first effective in fiscal year 1983,

which exceeds the appropriate allocation or
subdivision of such new discretionary
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budget authority or new spending authority
made pursuant to section 302 of such Act
shall be enrolled until after Congress has
completed action on the second concurrent
resolution on the budget required to be re-
ported under section 310 of such Act.

(b) If Congress increases revenues in a
trust fund exempt under section
401(dX1XB) of the Congressional Budget
Act, then for purposes of this section,
“budget authority” and “new discretionary
budget authority” shall not include spend-
ing authority or budget authority derived
from such trust fund, 90 percent or more of
the receipts of which consist or will consist
of amounts (transferred from the general
fund of the Treasury) equivalent to
amounts of taxes (related to the purposes
for which such outlays are or will be made)
received in the Treasury under specified
provisions of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954. This subsection shall only apply (1) to
trust funds exempt under section
401(dX1X(B) of the Congressional Budget
Act, (2) to trust funds for which revenues
are increased, and (3) to the extent that
such increased revenues exceed the appro-
priate allocation or subdivision of such new
discretionary budget authority or new
spending authority made pursuant to sec-
tion 302 of such Act.

302(b) REPORT

Sec. . It shall not be in order in either
the House of Representatives or the Senate
to consider any bill or resolution, or amend-
ment thereto, providing—

(1) new budget authority for fiscal year
1983; or

(2) new spending authority described in
section 401(c2XC) of the Budget Act first
effective in fiscal year 1983;

within the jurisdiction of any of its commit-
tees unless and until such committee makes
the allocations or subdivisions required by
section 302(b) of the Budget Act.

Sec. . It is the sense of the Congress that
if Congress acts to restore fiscal responsibil-
ity and reduces projected budget deficits in
a substantial and permanent way, then the
Federal Reserve Open Market Committee
shall reevaluate its monetary targets in
order to assure that they are fully comple-
mentary to a new and more restrained fiscal
policy.

By Mr. LATTA:

(An amendment in the nature of a substi-
tute.)

—Strike all after the resolving clause and
insert the following:

TITLE I-REVISION OF THE CONGRES-
SIONAL BUDGET FOR THE UNITED
STATES GOVERNEMENT FOR THE
FISCAL YEAR 1982

SectioN 101. The provisions of this title
shall supersede the figures reaffirmed in S.
Con. Res. 50 of the Ninety-seventh Congress
for the fiscal year beginning on October 1,
1981.

Sec. 102. (a)(1) The level of Federal reve-
nues is $628,400,000,000 and the net amount
by which the aggregate level of Federal rev-
enues should be decreased is $200,000,000;

(2) the level of total new budget authority
is $779,300,000,000;

(3) the level of total budget outlays is
$729,200,000,000;

(4) the amount of the deficit in the budget
is $100,800,000,000;

(5) the level of the public debt is
$1,143,100,000,000, and the amount by
which the temporary statutory limit on
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such debt should accordingly be increased is
$63,300,000,000; and

(6) the level of total gross obligations for
the principal amount of direct loans is
$63,400,000,000, and the level of total new
primary commitments to guarantee loan
principal is $74,850,000,000, and the level of
total new secondary commitments to guar-
antee loan principal is $68,950,000,000.

(b) Based on allocations of the appropri-
ate level of total new budget authority and
of total budget outlays as set forth in para-
graphs (2) and (3) of subsection (a) of this
section of this resolution, the Congress
hereby determines and declares that, for
the fiscal year beginning on October 1, 1981,
the appropriate level of new budget author-
ity and the estimated budget outlays for
each major functional category are as fol-
lows:

(1) National Defense (050):

(A) New budget
$218,200,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $187,500,000,000.

(2) International Affairs (150

(A) New budget authority, $16,750,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $11,450,000,000.

(3) General Science, Space, and Technolo-
gy (250):

(A) New budget authority, $7,000,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $7,000,000,000.

(4) Energy (270):

(A) New budget authority, $4,750,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $6,500,000,000.

(5) Natural Resources and Environment
(300):

(A) New budget authority, $10,400,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $12,850,000,000.

(6) Agriculture (350:

(A) New budget authority, $9,900,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $12,800,000,000.

(T) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):

(A) New budget authority, $7,500,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $3,750,000,000.

(8) Transportation (400):

(A) New budget authority, $21,350,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $21,450,000,000.

(9) Community and Regional Develop-
ment (450):

(A) New budget authority, $7,000,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $8,650,000,000.

(10) Education, Training, Employment
and Social Services (500):

(A) New budget authority, $25,450,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $28,200,000,000.

(11) Health (550):

(A) New budget authority, $79,050,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $71,300,000,000.

(12) Income Security (600):

(A) New budget
$261,350,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $249,100,000,000.

(13) Veterans Benefits and Services (700):

(A) New budget authority, $24,800,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $23,800,000,000.

(14) Administration of Justice (750):

(A) New budget authority, $4,500,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $4,650,000,000.

(15) General Government (800):

(A) New budget authority, $5,200,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $5,050,000,000.

(16) General Purpose Fiscal Assistance
(850):

(A) New budget authority, $6,350,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $6,350,000,000.

(17) Interest (900):

(A) New budget authority, $99,550,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $99,550,000,000.

(18) Allowances (920):

(A) New budget authority, $2,850,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $1,900,000,000.

(19) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts
(950):

(A) New
—$32,650,000,000;
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(B) Outlays, —$32,650,000,000.

Sec. 103. {(a) There is established a con-
gressional federal credit budget fiscal year
1982 of which the levels of total federal
credit activity fiscal year 1982 are:

(1) New direct loan obligation,
$63,400,000,000;

(2) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $74,850,000,000;

(3) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $68,950,000,000.

(b) Based on allocations of the appropri-
ate levels of total federal credit activity as
set forth in paragraph (1) of this subseection,
the appropriate levels of new direct loan ob-
ligations, new primary loan guarantee com-
mitments, and new secondary loan guaran-
tee commitments for each functional cate-
gory are as follows:

(1) National Defense (050):

(A) New direct loan obligations, $0;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(2) International Affairs (150):

(A) New direct loan
$10,400,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $8,100,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(3) General Science, Space and Technolo-
gy (250):

(A) New
$200,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(4) Energy (270):

(A) New direct
$10,300,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $400,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(5) Natural Resources and Environment
(300):

(A) New
$50,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(6) Agriculture (350);

(A) New direct
$22,600,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $2,700,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):

(A) New direct loan obligations,
$12,050,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $26,200,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $68,200,000,000.

(8) Transportation (400):

(A) New direct loan
$350,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $750,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $50,000,000.

(9) Community and Regional Develop-
ment (450):

(A) New
$2,000,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $850,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.
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(10) Education, - Training, Employment
and Social Services (500):

{A) New direct
$1,300,000,000;

({B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $6,500,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $700,000,000.

(11) Health (550):

(A) New direct
$50,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $100,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(12) Income Security (600):

(A) New direct loan
$2,750,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $17,050,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(13) Veterans Benefits and Services ('T00):

(A) New direct loan obligations,
$1,050,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $11,900,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(14) Administration of Justice (750):

(A) New direct loan obligations, $0;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(15) General Government (800);

(A) New direct loan obligations,
$50,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(16) General Purpose Fiscal Assistance
(850):

(A) New
$250,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $300,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(17) Interest (900):

(A) New direct loan obligations, $0;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(18) Allowances (920):

(A) New direct loan obligations, $0;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

9{5 ;9} Undistributed Offsetting Receipts
( 4

(A) New direct loan obligations, $0;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(c) 1t is the sense of the Congress that the
President and the Congress, through the ap-
propriations process, should limit in fiscal
year 1982 the off-budget lending activity of
the Federal Government to a level not to
exceed $30,200,000,000, the on-budget lend-
ing activity to a level not to exceed
$33,200,000,000, new primary loan guarantee
commitments to a level not to exceed
$74,850,000,000, and new secondary loan
guarantee commitments to a level not to
exceed $68,950,000,000.

loan obligations,

obligations,

loan
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direct loan
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TITLE II-SETTING FORTH THE CON-
GRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR THE
UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT FOR
THE FISCAL YEARS 1983, 1984, AND
1985

Sec. 201. The Congress hereby determines
and declares, pursuant section 301(a) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, that for
the fiscal year beginning on October 1,
1982—

(1) the level of Federal revenues is
$665,900,000,000 and the net amount by
which the aggregate level of Federal reve-
nues should be increased is $20,900,000,000;

(2) the level of total new budget authority
is $800,383,000,000;

(3) the level of total budget outlays is
$765,171,000,000;

(4) the amount of the deficit in the budget
is $99,271,000,000; and

(5) the level of the public debt is
$1,290,200,000,000, and the amount by
which the statutory limit on such debt
should accordingly be increase is
$890,200,000,000.

Sec. 202. Based on allocations of the ap-
propriate level of total new budget author-
ity and of total budget outlays as set forth
in paragraphs (2) and (3) if section 201 of
this resolution, the Congress hereby deter-
mines and declares pursuant to section
301(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 that, for the fiscal year beginning on
October 1, 1982, the appropriate level of
new budget authority and the estimated
budget outlays for each major functional
category are as follows:

(1) National Defense (050):

(A) New budget
$253,5666,000,000;

(B) Qutlays, $213,966,000,000.

(2) International Affairs (150):

(A) New budget authority, $14,988,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $11,238,000,000.

(3) General Science, Space, and Technolo-
gy (250):

(A) New budget authority, $7,050,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $7,150,000,000.

(4) Energy (270):

(A) New budget authority, $3,486,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $3,763,000,000.

(5) Natural Resources and Environment
(300):

(A) New budget authority, $9,000,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $10,550,000,000.

(6) Agriculture (350):

(A) New budget authority, $6,692,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $9,042,000,000.

(7T) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):

(A) New budget authority, $6,751,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $1,902,000,000.

(8) Transportation (400):

(A) New budget authority, $21,450,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $20,050,000,000.

(9) Community and Regional
ment (450):

(A) New budget authority, $6,750,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $7,847,000,000.

(10) Education, Training, Employment
and Social Services (500

(A) New budget authority, $26,832,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $26,205,000,000.

(11) Health (550):

(A) New budget authority, $79,289,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $77,816,000,000.

(12) Income Security (600):

(A) New budget
$258,141,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $269,841,000,000.

(13) Veterans Benefits and Services (T00)

(A) New budget authority, $24,560,000,000.

({B) Outlays, $23,823,000,000.

(14) Administration of Justice (750):

(A) New budget authority, $4,400,000,000;
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(B) Outlays, $4,500,000,000.

(15) General Government (800):

(A) New budget authority, $4,800,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $4,650,000,000.

(16) General Purpose Fiscal Assistance
(850):

(A) New budget authority, $6,500,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $6,500,000,000.

(17) Interest (900):

(A) New
$112,300,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $112,300,000,000.

(18) Allowances (920):

(A) New budget authority,$3,016,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $2,816,000,000.

(19) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts
(950

(A) New
—$43,156,000,000;

(B) Outlays —$43,156,000,000.

SEec. 203 (a). There is established a con-
gressional federal credit budget for fiscal
year 1983 of which the levels of total federal
credit activity for fiscal year 1983 are:

(1) New direct loan obligations,
$58,050,000,000;

(2) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $99,400,000,000;

(3) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $68,250,000,000.

(b) Based on allocations of the appropri-
ate levels of total federal credit activity as
set forth in paragraph (1) of this subsection,
the appropriate levels of new direct loan ob-
ligations, new primary loan guarantee com-
mitments, and new secondary loan guaran-
tee commitments for each functional cate-
gory are as follows:

(1) National Defense (050):

(A) New direct loan
$50,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $50,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(2) International Affairs (150):

(A) New direct loan
$10,650,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $8,800,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(3) General Science, Space and Technolo-
gy (250);

(A) New
$150,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(4) Energy (270):

(A) New direct
$11,500,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $-—200,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(5) Natural Resources and Environment
(300):

(A) New
$50,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(6) Agriculture (350):

(A) New direct
$18,100,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $2,650,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370);

(A) New  direct loan obligations,
$11,150,000,000;

budget authority,

budget authority,

obligations,
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(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $40,800,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $68,250,000,000.

(8) Transportation (400):

(A) New  direct loan
$350,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $450,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(9) Community and Regional
ment (450):

(A) New
$1,750,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $—100,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(10) Education, Training,
and Social Services (500):

(A) New direct
$850,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $7,250,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(11) Health (550):

(A) New direct
$100,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $100,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(12) Income Security (600);

(A) New direct loan
$2,050,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $18,750,000,000;

(B) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(13) Veterans Benefits and Services (700):

(A) New direct loan obligations,
$1,050,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $20,950,000,000;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(14) Administration of Justice (750

(A) New direct loan obligations, $0;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(15) General Government (800):

(A) New direct loan  obligations,
$50,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(16) General Purpose Fiscal
(850):

(A) New
$250,000,000;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(17) Interest (900):

(A) New direct loan obligations, $0;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

{C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(18) Allowances (920):

(A) New direct loan obligations, $0;

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(19) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts
(950):

(A) New direct loan obligations, $0;
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(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0;

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(c) It is the sense of the Congress that the
President and the Congress, through the ap-
propriations process, should limit in fiscal
year 1983 the off-budget lending activity of
the Federal Government to a level not to
exceed $30,150,000,000, the on-budget lend-
ing activity to a level not to exceed
$27,950,000,000, new primary loan guarantee
commitments to a level not to exceed
$99,400,000,000, and new secondary loan
guarantee commitments to a level not to
exceed $68,250,000,000.

Sec. 204. The Congress sets forth the fol-
lowing budgetary levels for fiscal years 1984
and 1985—

(1) the level of Federal revenues is as fol-
lows:

Fiscal year 1984: $738,000,000,000;

Fiscal year 1985: $821,400,000,000;
and the amount by which the aggregate
levels of Federal revenues should be in-
creased is as follows:

Fiscal year 1984: $36,000,000,000;

Fiscal year 1985; $41,400,000,000.

(2) the level of total new budget authority
is as follows:

Fiscal year 1984: $862,601,000,000;

Fiscal year 1985: $948,503,000,000.

(3) the level of total budget outlays is as
follows:

Fiscal year 1984: $815,979,000,000;

Fiscal year 1985: $874,956,000,000.

(4) the amount of the deficit in the budget
is:

Fiscal year 1984: $77,979,000,000;

Fiscal year 1985: $53,556,000,000.

(5) the level of the public debt is as fol-
lows:

Fiscal year 1984: $1,426,600,000,000;

Fiscal year 1985: $1,551,100,000,000;
and the amount by which the temporary
statutory limit on such debt should be ac-
cordingly increased is as follows:

Fiscal year 1984: $1,026,600,000,000;

Fiscal year 1985: $1,151,100,000,000.

Sec. 205. Based on allocations of the ap-
propriate level of total new budget author-
ity and of total budget outlays for fiscal
years 1984 and 1985 as set forth above, the
appropriate level of new budget authority
and the estimated budget outlays for each
major functional category are respectively
as follows:

(1) National Defense (050):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New
$279,483,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $243,283,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New
$323,650,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $279,000,000,000.

(2) International Affairs (150):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $16,000,000,000;

({B) Outlays, $11,550,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $20,940,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $11,590,000,000.

(3) General Science, Space, and Technolo-
gy (250):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $7,050,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $7,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $7,050,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $7,050,000,000.

(4) Energy (270):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $2,794,000,000;

budget authority,
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(B) Outlays, $2,184,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $2,604,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $1,402,000,000.

(5) Natural Resources and Environment
(300X

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $8,400,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $9,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $7,950,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $8,400,000,000.

(6) Agriculture (350):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $8,250,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $7,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $5.760,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $7,110,000,000.

(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $7,385,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $1,425,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $6,965,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $i,055,000,000.

(8) Transportation (400):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $21,700,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $19,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $22,050,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $19,550,000,000.

(9) Community and Regional Develop-
ment (450):

Fiscal year 1984:

{A) New budget authority, $6,900,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $7,469,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $7,100,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $7,442,000,000.

(10) Education, Training, Employment,
and Social Services (500):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $26,924,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $26,124,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $26,214,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $25,369,000,000.

(11) Health (550):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $91,094,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $86,249,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New
$102,569,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $98,830,000,000.

(12) Income Security (600):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New
$278,464,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $285,514,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New
$314,041,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $306,791,000,000.

(13) Veterans Benefits and Services (700):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $25,830,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $25,704,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $26,940,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $26,497,000,000.

(14) Administration of Justice (750):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $4,300,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $4,350,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $4,250,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $4,250,000,000.

(15) General Government (800):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $4,500,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $4,450,000,000.
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Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $4,500,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $4,300,000,000.

(16) General Purpose Fiscal Assistance
(850):

Fiscal year 1984:

({A) New budget authority, $6,700,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $6,700,000,000.

Piscal year 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $6,850,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $6,850,000,000.

(17) Interest (900):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New
$118,000,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $118,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A)

New budget authority, $111,500,000,000;
(B) Outlays, $111,500,000,000.

(18) Allowances (920):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $2,383,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $2,033,000,000.

Fiscal yvear 1985:

(A) New budget authority, $2,150,000,000;

(B) Outlays, $1,750,000,000.

(19) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts
(950):

Fiscal year 1984:

(A)

New budget authority, —$48,790,000,000;
(B) Outlays, —$48,790,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:
(A) New
—$50,280,000,000;

(B) Outlays, —$50,280,000,000.

TITLE III-PROVIDING RECONCILIA-
TION INSTRUCTIONS AND OTHER
ENFORCEMENT MEASURES

PART A—RECONCILIATION INSTRUCTIONS

Sec. 301. Pursuant to section 301(b)2) of
the Budget Act—

(A) the House Committee on Agriculture
shall report changes in law within the juris-
diction of that committee to reduce spend-
ing in amounts sufficient to reduce budget
authority by $1,457,000,000 and outlays by
$1,447,000,000 in fiscal year 1983; further,
the Congress finds that the prospect of un-
acceptably high budget deficits in future
fiseal years requires additional savings of
$2,634,000,000 in budget authority and
$2,624,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1984,
and $3,384,000,000 in budget authority and
$3,384,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1985.

(B) the House Committee on Banking, Fi-
nance, and Urban Affairs shall report
changes in law within the jurisdiction of
that committee to reduce spending in
amounts sufficient to reduce budget author-
ity by $0 and outlays by $685,000,000 in
fiscal year 1983; further, the Congress finds
that the prospect of unacceptably high
budget deficits in future fiscal years re-
quires additional savings of $0 in budget au-
thority and $697,000,000 in outlays in fiscal
year 1984, and $0 in budget authority and
$687,000,000 in outlays in fiscal yvear 1985,

(C) the House Committee on Education
and Labor shall report changes in law
within the jurisdiction of that committee to
reduce spending in amounts sufficient to
reduce budget authority by $255,000,000 and
outlays by $227,000,000 in fiscal year 1983;
further, the Congress finds that the pros-
pect of unacceptably high budget deficits in
future fiscal years requires additional sav-
ings of $900,000,000 in budget authority and
$852,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1984,
and $1,230,000,000 in budget authority and
$1,199,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1985.

budget authority,

budget authority,




12986

(D) the House Committee on Energy and
Commerce shall report changes in law
within the jurisdiction of that committee to
reduce spending in amounts sufficient to
reduce budget authority by $1,212,000,000
and outlays by $1,332,000,000 in fiscal year
1983; further, the Congress finds that the
prospect of unacceptably high budget defi-
cits in future fiscal years requires additional
savings of $2,467,000,000 in budget author-
ity and $2,467,000,000 in outlays in fiscal
year 1984, and $2,795,000,000 in budget au-
thority and $2,795,000,000 in outlays in
fiscal year 1985.

(E) the House Committee on Government
Operations shall report changes in law
within the jurisdiction of that committee to
reduce spending in amounts sufficient to
reduce budget authority by $0 and outlays
by $0 in fiscal year 1983; further, the Con-
gress finds that the prospect of unaccept-
ably high budget deficits in future fiscal
years reqguires additional savings of
$320,000,000 in budget authority and
$240,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1984,
and $636,000,000 in budget authority and
$557,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1985.

(F') the House Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service shall report changes in law
within the jurisdiction of that committee to
reduce spending in amounts sufficient to
reduce budget authority by $0 and outlays
by $104,000,000 in fiscal year 1983; further,
the Congress finds that the prospect of un-
acceptably high budget deficits in future
fiscal years requires additional savings of $0
in budget authority and $136,000,000 in out-
lays in fiscal year 1984, and $0 in budget au-
thority aad $160,000,000 in outlays in fiscal
year 1985.

(G) the House Committee on Veteran’s
Affairs shall report changes in law within
the jurisdiction of that committee to reduce
spending in amounts sufficient to reduce
budget authority by $77,000,000 and outlays
by $77,000,000 in fiscal year 1983; further,

the Congress finds that the prospect of un-
acceptably high budget deficits in future
fiscal years requires additional savings of

$75,000,000 in budget authority and
$75,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1984,
and $71,000,000 in budget authority and
$71,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1985.

(H) the House Committee on Ways and
Means shall report changes in law within
the jurisdiction of that committee to reduce
spending in amounts sufficient to reduce
budget authority by $1,196,000,000 and out-
lays by $4,263,000,000 in fiscal year 1983;
further, the Congress finds that the pros-
pect of unacceptably high budget deficits in
future fiscal years require additional savings
of $1,147,000,000 in budget authority and
$5,263,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1984,
and $1,464,000,000 in budget authority and
$5,632,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1985.
If the changes in laws reported to the House
Committee on the Budget by the House
Committee on Ways and Means pursuant to
section 301 of this resolution contain
changes involving the impaosition of new or
expanded taxes to directly finance programs
within the jurisdiction of any other commit-
tee of the House (including, but not limited
to, inland waterways or deep draft ports) or
the imposition of any new or expanded user
fees within the jurisdiction of any other
Committee of the House, an appropriate re-
ferral pursuant to Rule X of the Rules of
the House should be considered.

(I) the House Committee on Ways and
Means shall report changes in laws within
the jurisdiction of the committee sufficient
to increase revenue by $20,900,000,000 for
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fiscal year 1983; further, the Congress finds
that the prospect of unacceptably high defi-
cits in future years requires additional reve-
nues of $36,000,000,000 for fiscal year 1984,
and $41,400,000,000 for fiscal year 1985.

SEec. 302. Pursuant to section 301(bX2) of
the Budget Act—

(A) the Senate Committee on Agriculture
shall report changes in law within the juris-
diction of that committee to reduce spend-
ing in amounts sufficient to reduce budget
authority by $1.557,000,000 and outlays by
$1,547,000,000 in fiscal year 1983; further,
the Congress finds that the prospect of un-
acceptably high budget deficits in future
years requires additional savings of
$2,834,000,000 in budget authority and
$2,824,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 1984,
and $3,684,000,000 in budget authority and
$3,684,000,000 in outlays in fiscal vear 1985,

(B) the Senate Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs shall report
changes in law within the jurisdiction of
that committee to reduce spending in
amounts sufficient to reduce budget author-
ity by $0 and outlays by $695,000,000 in
fiscal year 1983; further, the Congress finds
that the prospect of acceptably high budget
deficits in future years requires additional
savings of $0 in budget authority and
$697,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 1984,
and $0 in budget authority and $687,000,000
in outlays in fiscal year 1985.

(c) the Senate Committee on Finance
shall report changes in law within the juris-
diction of that committee to reduce spend-
ing in amounts sufficient to reduce budget
authority by $2,408,000,000 and outlays by
$5,5695.000,000 in fiscal year 1983; further,
the Congress finds that the prospect of un-
acceptably high budget deficits in future
years requires additional savings of
$3,614,000,000 in budget authority and
$7,730,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 1984,
and $4,259,000,000 in budget authority and
$8,427,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1985.

(d) the Senate Committee on Governmen-
tal Affairs shall report changes in law
within the jurisdiction of that committee to
reduce spending in amounts sufficient to
reduce budget authority by $0 and outlays
by $104,000,000 in fiscal year 1983; further,
the Congress finds that the prospect of un-
acceptably high budget deficits in future
years requires additional savings of
$320,000,000 in budget authority and
$376,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 1984,
and $636,000,000 in budget authority and
$717,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1985.

(E) the Senate Committee on Labor and
Human Resources shall report changes in
law within the jurisdiction of that commit-
tee to reduce spending in amounts sufficient
to reduce budget authority by $155,000,000
and outlays by $127,000,000 in fiscal year
1983; further, the Congress finds that the
prospect of unacceptably high budget defi-
cits in future years requires additional sav-
ings of $700,000,000 in budget authority and
$652,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 1984,
and $930,000,000 in budget authority and
$899,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1985.

(F') the Senate Committee on Veterans’'
Affairs shall report changes in law within
the jurisdiction of that committee to reduce
spending in amounts sufficient to reduce
budget authority by $77,000,000 and outlays
by $77,000,000 in fiscal year 1983; further,
the Congress finds that the prospect of un-
acceptably high budget deficits in future
years requires additional savings of
$75,000,000 in budget authority and
$75,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 1984,
and $71,000,000 in budget authority and
$71,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1985.
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(G) the Senate Committee on Finance
shall report changes in laws within the ju-
risdiction of that committee sufficient to in-
crease revenues by $20,900,000,000 in fiscal
yvear 1983; further, the Congress finds that
the prospect of unacceptably high budget
deficits in future years requires additional
revenues of $36,000,000,000 for fiscal year
1984, and $41,400,000,000 in fiscal year 1985.

Sgc. 303. The committees named in sec-
tions 301 and 302 shall submit their recom-
mendations to the Committees on the
Budget of their respective houses by July
20, 1982. These recommendations shall be
sufficent to accomplish the reductions re-
quired by those sections of this resolution.
After receiving these recommendations, the
Committees on the Budget of the house and
Senate shall report to their respective
houses a reconciliation bill or resolution or
both carrying out such recommendations
without substantive revision.

Sec. 304. If Congress has not completed
action by September 25, 1982, on the Con-
current Resolution on the Budget required
to be reported under section 310(a) of the
Budget Act for the 1983 fiscal year, then,
for purposes of section 311 of such Act, and
section 305 of this resolution, this concur-
rent resolution shall be deemed to be the
concurrent resolution required to be report-
ed under section 310 (a) of such Act.

Sec. 305. (a) In the House of Representa-
tives, no bill or resolution providing—

(1) new budget authority for fiscal year
1983, or

(2) new spending authority described in
section 401(cX2)XC) of the Congressional
Budget Act first effective in fiscal year 1983,

which exceeds the appropriate allocation or
subdivision of such mnew discretionary
budget authority or new spending authority
made pursuant to section 302 of such Act
shall be enrolled until after the Congress
has completed action on the Second Concur-
rent Resolution on the Budget required to
be reported under section 310 of such Act.

(b) If Congress increases revenues in a
trust fund exempt under section
401(dX1XB) of the Congressional Budget
Act, then for purposes of this section,
“budget authority” and "“new discretionary
budget authority” shall not include spend-
ing authority or budget authority derived
from such trust fund, 909 or more of the re-
ceipts of which consist of or will consist of
amounts (transferred from the general fund
of the Treasury) equivalent to amounts of
taxes (related to the purposes for which
such outlays are or will be made) received in
the Treasury under specified provisions of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954. This
subsection shall only apply (1) to trust
funds exempt under section 401(d)}1XB) of
the Congressional Budget Act, (2) to trust
funds for which revenues are increased, and
(3) to the extent that such increased reve-
nues exceed the appropriate allocation or
subdivision of such new discretionary
budget authority or new spending authority
made pursuant to section 203 of such Act.

Skc. 306. It shall not be in order in either
the House of Representatives or the Senate
to consider any bill or resolution, or amend-
ment thereto, providing—

(1) new budget authority for fiscal year
1983; or

(2) new spending authority described in
section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Budget Act first
effective in fiscal year 1983;
within the jurisdiction of any of its commit-
tees unless and until such committee makes
the allocations or subdivisions required by
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section 302(b) of the Budget Act, in connec-
tion with the most recently agreed to con-
current resolution on the budget.

Sec. 307. (a) After the Congress has com-
pleted action on the concurrent resolution
on the budget required to be reported under
section 310(a) for fiscal year 1983, and, if a
reconciliation bill or resolution, or both, for
such fiscal year are required to be reported
under section 310(c), after that bill has been
enacted into law or that resolution has been
agreed to, it shall not be in order in either
the House of Representatives or the Senate
to consider any bill, resolution, or amend-
ment providing authority for—

(1) new direct loan obligations for fiscal
year 1983;

(2) new primary loan guarantee commit-
ments for fiscal year 1983; or

(3) new secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments for fiscal year 1983;
or any conference report on any such bill or
resolution, if—

(A) the enactment of such bill or resolu-
tion as reported,

(B) the adoption and enactment of such
amendment; or

(C) the enactment of such bill or resolu-
tion in the form recommended in such con-
ference report;
would cause the appropriate level of total
new direct loan obligations for fiscal year
1983, total new primary loan guarantee com-
mitments for such fiscal year, or total new
secondary loan guarantee commitments for
such fiscal year set forth in such concurrent
resolution on the budget to be exceeded.

(bX1) The joint explanatory statement ac-
companying the conference report on this
resolution shall include an estimated alloca-
tion, based upon section 203 of this resolu-
tion as recommended in such conference
report, of the appropriate levels of total new
direct loan obligations, new primary loan
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guarantee commitments, and new secondary
loan guarantee commitments authority
among each committee of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate which has juris-
diction over bills and resolutions providing
such new authority.

(2) As soon as practicable after this resolu-
tion is agreed to every committee of each
House shall, after consulting with the com-
mittee or committees of the other House to
which all or part of the allocation has been
made, subdivide among its subcommittees
the allocation of new direct loan obligations,
new primary loan guarantee commitments,
and new secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments allocated to it in the joint explanato-
ry statement accompanying the conference
report on this resolution.

(¢) This section shall not be applicable to
agricultural price support and related pro-
grams of the type in operation on January
1, 1982, that are funded through the Com-
modity Credit Corporation.

Sec. 308. It is the sense of Congress that
reductions in federal employment should be
accomplished through attrition only.

Sec. 309. It is the sense of the House that
the new spending and revenue levels for
fiscal year 1982, adopted by the House, and
their underlying assumptions, shall be the
ceilings against which the spending and rev-
enue actions of the House will be measured
pending final agreement with the Senate on
the revision of the Second Concurrent Reso-
lution on the Budget for fiscal year 1982.

Sec. 310. It is the sense of the Congress
that if the Congress acts to restore fiscal re-
sponsibility and reduces projected deficits in
a substantial and permanent way, then the
Federal Reserve Open Market Committee
shall reevaluate its monetary targets in
order to assure that they are fully comple-
mentary to & new and more restrained fiscal
policy.
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H.R. 4800
By Mr. FRENZEL:
E!On page T, after line 23, insert the follow-

B

(4) ELIMINATION OoF ExcLusioN rFor CER-
TAIN TRAVEL—

(A) In GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section
4262 (relating to exclusion of certain travel)
is hereby repealed.

(B) RETENTION OF EXCLUSION FOR TAX ON
TRANSPORTATION OF PROPERTY.—Paragraph
(1) of section 4272(b) (relating to excep-
tions) is amended by striking out “section
4262(b)" and inserting in lieu thereof “sec-
tion 4262(b) (as in effect on the day before
the date of the enactment of the Airport
and Airway Revenue Act of 1982)".

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Subsection (c) of section 4262 is amend-
ed by striking out paragraph (1) and redes-
ignating paragraphs (2) and (3) as para-
graphs (1) and (2), respectively.

(ii) Paragraph (2) of section 4262(a) is
amended by striking out “subsection (eX3)"
and inserting in lieu thereof *‘subsection
(eX2)”.

By Mr. MOORE:
I—On page 3, after line 11, insert the follow-
ing:

(2) TERMINATION.—Subsection (e) of sec-
tion 4261 is repealed and new subsection (f)
is added as follows:

(f) The taxes imposed by subsections (a)
and (b) shall not apply to transportation be-
ginning after December 31, 1983.

—On page 2, beginning in line 17, strike out
“12 cents” and, in lieu thereof, insert “8
cents”, and

—On page 2, beginning in line 21, strike
out “8 cents”, and, in lieu thereof, insert “4
cents”.
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

FEDERAL AID REDUCTIONS
SPUR REFUGEES TO FLEE PA-
CIFIC NORTHWEST

HON. LES AuCOIN

OF OREGON
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 8, 1982

o Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker, I, and
many of my colleagues in the House,
are continually concerned with the
plight of refugees. Thousands of Indo-
chinese refugees come to our country
with hopes of finding good living con-
ditions, something they don’t have in
their own country. Instead, they find
high unemployment rates and a Fed-
eral Government which made a deci-
sion to allow them into this country
but which recently cut back drastically
on refugee assistance.

This morning, the Washington Post
carried an article describing the criti-
cal situation refugees face in the Pa-
cific Northwest. I call this to the at-
tention of all Members of Congress so
they may better understand the press-
ing need for refugee aid.

[From the Washington Post, June 8, 1982]
FEDERAL A1p REDUCTIONS SPUR REFUGEES TO
FLEE PaciFic NORTHWEST
(By Jay Mathews)

SearTLE.—Indochinese refugees who fled
to the state of Washington two to three
years ago are fleeing once again, from eco-
nomically depressed Seattle to economically
devastated Michigan and California, which
has more refugees than any other state.
The welfare benefits are higher.

Officials in Washington and Oregon, with
few available jobs and little local money for
welfare, say as many as 2,000 refugees have
joined the exodus.

“If I had known it was so bad, I would not
have come to this country,” said Veunho
Saelee, a 40-year-old refugee from Laos who
has no job here and no money for rent for
his family of four. “I would have just died in
Laos.”

The sudden migration follows the federal
government's decision to cut off benefits to
refugees who have been in the country
longer than 18 months—despite an initial
promise of 36 months of benefits when they
arrived. In Washington and Oregon, where
the unemployment rates exceed 12 percent,
the cutoff has exacerbated a desperate situ-
ation of each refugee “competing with 50
unemployed Oregonians for work"” said Pa-
tricia Rumer, Portland’'s refugee coordina-
tor.

Rumer said refugee aid officials in Oregon
initiated special training for counselors in
suicide prevention after news of the cut-
backs late last year caused a wave of distress
in the refugee community. Seattle officials
report marked increase in reports of wife-
beating and heightened racial tension as
hundreds of refugees have suddently ap-
peared at long-established food banks for
the poor.

The exodus of refugees from the North-
west has particularly upset officials in
Michigan, where the unemployment rate is
17 percent but where relatively generous
welfare benefits cannot legally be denied to
refugees who decide to resettle there.

Paula Stark, Michigan's coordinator of
refugees, said her office had reports of refu-
gees arriving from Washington and Wiscon-
sin, She said “we are very fearful” of the
possibility of a major influx.

Greg Hope, a job developer for the Inter-
national Rescue Committee here, said he
was stunned when a refugee friend first re-
vealed his moving plans:

“I'm going to Meechigin,”” he gquoted the
man as saying.

“Mexico?"” Hope said.

“No,"” the man repeated, *‘Meechigin.”

Hope said he and the rescue committee’s
Laotian interpreter Maeseng Saechao “have
been to refugee houses where they are load-
ing up the cars.” He said they pleaded with
the refugees “not to go to Michigan. If you
have to go anywhere, go where there is em-
ployment.” The largest recorded migration
to date has involved 1,500 members of the
Laotian Hmong minority who have moved
from Oregon to California since December.
Amelia Torres, of Catholic Charities Inc. in
Fresno, Calif., said hundreds of Hmong have
descended on the Central Valley city. “It is
going to make a severe impact on our wel-
fare system,” she said.

Kuxeng Yongchu, president of the Hmong
Family Association of Oregon Inc., said he
expects the migration to California (as well
as to Texas where many clan members have
found electronics industry jobs) will contin-
ue. “The job situation in California is about
as bad as it is in Oregon, but in California
there is a market for truck farming (a favor-
ite Hmong pursuit) and the welfare is better
than in Oregon,” Yongchu said.

In March, 587,149 refugees from the com-
munist takeover of Vietnam, Cambodia and
Laos lived in the United States, and 308,000
of them were receiving rent, food and medi-
cal support from the federal government,
according to Oliver Cromwell of the federal
office of refugee resettlement in Washing-
ton, D.C. The decision to help ease the fed-
eral budget deficit by reducing the promised
three years of support to 18 months forced
70,000 of those refugees out of the program.
Benefits to Cuban and Haitian entrants into
the country also were cut.

‘When Indochinese refugees began to come
to this country in 1975, Washington state
attracted an unusually high portion because
of its large Asian community and because
state and Seattle officials were particularly
receptive. In March, Washington had 27,285
Indochinese refugees, third highest in the
country after California’s 197,131 and
Texas’ 53,368.

But the cut in federal aid left 10,750 of
Washington's refugees (39 percent) without
funds, much higher than the national
cutoff rate. In Oregon, 5,500 or 32 percent
of its 17,068 refugees were cut off.

Keo Vilaysack, 26, and Keopraseuth
Aikham, 20, two friendly but somewhat be-
wildered Mien nationality refugees from
Laos, were getting $288 each a month under
the federal program when it ran out last
Tuesday. They have $35 between them, and

the $225 monthly rent on the tiny apart-
ment they share is due.

They sat in an upstairs room of the Seat-
tle YMCA and watched as an instructor
with the private nonprofit International
Rescue Committee showed them how to
write a thank-you note after a job interview,
“If hired, I will learn fast, come to work on
time, and become a loyal employee,” the
same note on the blackboard said.

“Every day we walk around Seattle look-
ing for a job, but there is none,” Vilaysack
said. The committee has advised refugees
that their landlords must give them proper
notice before eviction, hoping to delay fur-
ther housing problems as long as possible.
When the two young men run out of money
or food stamps," “we’ll go to some Laos family
we know and eat with them, Vilaysack said.”

Relief officials said young, single refugees
like them may be able to find jobs soon. But
Veunho Saelee, the 40-year-old refugee with
a wife and two sons, faces a more difficult
dilemma. He also has thought of leaving Se-
attle. “I know people in our building who
have moved to Michigan,” he said, “but I
have no money to move."”

His final government welfare check for
$531 arrived last month, and his family has
nothing but $50 worth of food stamps. The
refugees will still be entitled to food stamps,
but rent and health care is another matter.
Saelee’s tiny one-bedroom apartment is part
of a 45-unit building in a run-down section
of Seattle’s Capitol Hill. The 12-by-8-foot
living room has an old couch, a small table,
two kitchen chairs and a telephone. Posters
of Kung Fu superstar Bruce Lee and a pho-
tograph of a water buffalo in Puerto Rico
decorate the walls. Mattresses fill the 10-by-
10-foot bedroom. One is screened off with
cardboard so Saelee's 18-year-old niece can
have some privacy. His 14-year-old son has
one tiny mattress. Saelee and his wife Kex-
iang, 38, share the largest mattress with
their 10-year-old son.

The $225 monthly rent is due now. Sae-
lee’s only hope is a stopgap state program
that may pay him about half of his usual
benefits for the next two months. After
that, no more welfare will be available to
him in Washington. Mike Auyong, Saelee's
landlord, said many of the tenants, almost
all of them refugees, have been unable to
pay the rent recently. Auyong said he does
not plan immediate evictions, “but we only
have about a month” before his own debts
are so great he will have to take some
action.

Saelee crouched on a tiny stool in the
corner of his living room and smoked ciga-
rette after cigarette as he described his
fruitless search for work. “I go looking for
work every day,” he said through an inter-
preter. “In the last week I applied to 16
places, but none of them called me back.”
Before leaving Laos in 1976, he was a
farmer, and at the refugee camp in Thai-
land he ran a little roadside drink stand.
But he has never been able to read or write
his own language and English is completely
beyond him, despite what he said were 540
hours of classes in the two years he has
been here. “If I studied until my hair
turned brown, I still could not understand,”
he said.

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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“It is not that I am lazy. I am eager to
work, but when I go out for a job they say I
cannot speak English and I cannot work for
them,” he said. Saelee said while in Laos he
served briefly with one of the Mien nation-
ality armies recruited with CIA money to
fight the communists. When the commu-
nists won, he left the country to avoid
prison camp.

Now, he said, “I would like to ask the U.S.
government, if we cannot find a job and the
welfare is cut off, please let me go back to
my country.” He added, however, that he
would like the Americans to remove the
communists from Laos first.

Refugee officials said Indochinese in the
Pacific Northwest have been attracted to
states like California because there they can
receive some welfare support for their chil-
dren even if there are two able-bodied par-
ents in the house. Also, California provides
general relief to individuals with no other
source of income. In cities like San Francis-
co and San Diego, able-bodied recipients
must do some community work and show
proof of regular job-hunting to receive the
welfare money, a requirement that bothers
some older refugees but not younger ones.

Arlene Oki, special assistant to Seattle
Mayor Charles Royer, said refugees denied
such general relief here may try to sell their
food stamps to pay the rent and depend on
charity food banks for meals. Jay Keeton,
planning and development coordinator for
the Central Area Motivation Program, a
downtown Seattle food bank, said in the last
three months refugees have swamped the
food bank's converted firehouse sometimes
crowding out poor blacks and other tradi-
tional recipients of free food.

“I get here at T o’clock and there are al-
ready 50 or 60 people lined up,” Keeton
said. He said the food bank supervisors have
tried to prevent outbreaks of violence by ex-
plaining to their long-time customers that
Asian refugees are just as subject to poverty
and discrimination as blacks have been in
the past. But, Keeton said, “It's getting
more and more tense all the time.”e@

SOCIAL SECURITY
HON. DOUGLAS K. BEREUTER

OF NEERASKA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 8, 1982

e Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
think we all recognize that reforms in
the social security system are vital to
the system’s future. Though some
would offer temporary stop-gap meas-
ures, the York News-Times recently
pointed out that reform cannot merely
be superficial. The paper correctly
notes that the system will require a
massive influx of funds in the future
or it will be unable to meet its obliga-
tions. Clearly, careful reform is neces-
sary. Those of us charged with such
reform can only be helped by thought-
ful commentary like the News-Times
editorial. We cannot allow the system
to fall apart and leave the suffering to
“those who aren't politically strong
enough to stave off the special interest
groups pressuring for their own bene-
fits at the expense of others,” the
paper said. I would like to have the
entire editorial printed in the RECORD:
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[From the York News-Times, May 26, 19821
SysTEM NEEDS REFORM

America's Social Security system is in
trouble, but it is oversimplification to blame
a particular administration for the deep
depths of chaos in which the system now
flounders. Because Social Security has been
handled by politicians, it has been handled
as a political football, and there is no way a
reversal of what it has become can be made
with any degree of political safety.

The problem isn’t the $40 billion, or what-
ever the figure might be, that must be saved
over the next three years in old-age benefits
paid out of Social Security trust funds. That
amount really is just peanuts compared to
the real difficulty of the system, which is
supposed to protect those Americans who
have been unable to provide themselves se-
curity in their old age out of investments
and savings accumulated during their work-
ing lives.

Actuarial studies of the system show it
must somewhere find $4 trillion more than
is projected to be contributed in the future
if the fund is to pay benefits to those now
contributing to it. Specialists say the design-
ers of Social Security never ever thought ev-
eryone who contributes to Social Security
should be able to take from it, regardless of
need, an amount reflecting the size of their
contributions. In other words, “old age in-
surance” wasn't designed, originally at least,
to be an annuity system.

But no matter that intent of 45 years ago,
because in the last 20 years politicians have
created the expectation of total care for the
general public once retirement age is
reached. There isn't any way any political
candidate, no matter what party is involved,
can possibly hope to reverse that conception
at this time.

One of the biggest drains may have been
that portion of the Social Security system
whereby recipients could qualify for the full
and highest benefits by paying top contribu-
tions for only six quarters—or over an 18-
month period. Thus it was that thousands
of highly paid executives could qualify for
Social Security on top of what private or
corporate pension plans were available and
disregarding what private investments
brought in. Some still are drawing top dollar
from Social Security after having paid in
only a very modest amount to qualify.

0Old age benefits, disability payments and
Medicare are paid out of the system’s cur-
rent income, not out of income earned by
the trust funds, which aren't endowment
funds. While it may have been a mistake to
set things up this way, as some even now
argue, that's how the system works. Con-
tributors are paying the benefits of “annu-
itants” and not paying toward their own re-
tirement.

But it is accepted by the electorate and by
all but the purists that making the manda-
tory payroll tax contribution builds rights
to benefits without a needs test. In or
system of government, the majority will get
what it demands even if it has to vote out
those who refuse to give it and replace them
with those who will.

Still, the question remains of where the $4
trillion more than can be expected to be col-
lected in worker contributions is to come
from to pay the benefits of those who now
are contributing. This may be a moral obli-
gation rather than a legal debt, but in 1982
politics that amounts to about the same
thing.

This is a problem that won't go away and
our nation's lawmakers need to address it
and address it fully and soundly. We cannot
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allow this system to collapse in shambles
through those who aren’t politically strong
enough to stave off the special interest
groups pressuring for their own benefits at
the expense of others.e

COMMEMORATING 70 YEARS OF
SERVICE

HON. ROMANO L. MAZZOLI

OF KENTUCKY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 11, 1982

® Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, on the
occasion of Hadassah’s 70th anniversa-
ry, I wish to extend my thanks and
recognition to this organization which
has contributed so much to our coun-
try.

Since its founding in 1912, this
Jewish women's organization has been
dedicated to strengthening and im-
proving the quality of life in our
Nation and around the world. Chap-
ters are located in every State and
with a membership of over 370,000,
Hadassah is one of the largest Jewish
service organizations in the country.

The influence of Hadassah can be
felt in many facets of our society. It
has made significant contributions in
the fields of education, politics, and
community service. Hadassah is active
at local, State, and national levels in
the United States, and it has had a
record of accomplishments in many
nations of the world.

I applaud the efforts of Hadassah
and wish it many more years of suc-
cess and achievement.e

VOICE OF DEMOCRACY WINNER
HON. STEWART B. McKINNEY

OF CONNECTICUT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 8, 1982

® Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, it is
my privilege to share with this body
an outstanding essay written by one of
my constituents, Mr. Brendan C.
Murphy. Brendan was the Connecticut
State winner of the voice of democra-
cy contest sponsored by the Veterans
of Foreign Wars. This year over one-
quarter million high school students
participated in the contest making
Brendan's award an unusually distinct
honor.

Brendan is presently entering his
senior year at St. Basil's Preparatory
School in Stamford, Conn. He was the
vice president of his junior class, has
achieved the rank of Life in Scouting
from the Boy Scouts of America, and
has received numerous athletic
awards. I hope that my colleagues will
take the time to read Brendan’s essay
on “Building America Together” and
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share in his vision of the American
spirit.

Building America Together. America is
two hundred years old, considered to be the
last ray of hope, yet she is still just an
infant. We have gone from an age where
people believed in superstitions that have
since been disproved, through an age where
we believed the earth the center of the uni-
verse, to an age where we have explored
outer space.

The ancient warrior, Hannibal, unwitting-
ly defined America's spirit as follows: “"We
will find a way . . . or make one.”

This nation has been at war both with
other nations and with herself;, she has seen
recession and depression; she has faced cata-
strophic losses and still prevailed. America
has always found a way—or made one!

The building of America depends on all of
us, It cannot be done separately, through in-
dividual effort alone—it must be done to-
gether. We must learn from the mistakes of
the past, accept the knowledge of the
present, and turn our heads to the building
of America’s future. No matter what in-
stance of individual effort one points to,
that effort could not have been accom-
plished without assistance. The reason for
this is simple: something in our very nature
tells us that the American, by definition,
works in concert.

In all of America’s past, whenever a great
accomplishment has taken place, there has
been cooperation and compromise. The very
founding of our country is an example of
this. Without our forefathers' determina-
tion, stamina, and endurance, without their
cooperation and compromise, this country
would have never left the planning stages.

When our country or our people were in
danger, we banded together as one. And we
have done so again and again, most recently
in the Iranian crisis, when a wave of nation-
alism swept the country. We are banding to-
gether even now, in small groups to fight
crime, cure diseases, help the needy. If we
can continue to work together, to work at a
common goal, our hope for the future can
then effectively be put into action.

Most people think that the building of
America is directly related to her material
progress and growth, It is not. The building
of this country involves one of our most
prized treasures—the American spirit. When
our nation was first born, we had no path to
follow; we made our own. We had no gov-
ernment; we adopted our own. Because we
were all immigrants, we had no unity, we
forged our own. This was the beginning of
what we call The American Spirit, which
bonds each and every one of us together. It
could not be broken back then—that is why
we went to war—to assert our independence.
Through bad times and dark times, and
times where it looked as though we would
not win, it was only strengthened. It could
not be broken in the past. It must not be
broken in the future.

The American Spirit is more than just an
idea—it is a reality, and a force. A reality
that must never fade; a force that will help
us build, together.

Our forefathers believed in America. Be-
lieved in her so much so that they were will-
ing to put aside personal obligations, and
mutually pledge their lives, their fortunes,
and their sacred honor in order to make the
idea of America a reality.

This should be an example to us and
future generations.

We must work together to help build
America further. We must regenerate her
spirit. This is the first step, and the hardest.
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If we can achieve this, we will not be consid-
ered the last ray of hope. We will be the
first of shining examples.®

A SALUTE TO THE DAIRY PRO-
DUCERS OF HENRY COUNTY,
KY.

HON. LARRY J. HOPKINS

OF EENTUCKY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 8, 1982

® Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, as a
member of the Agriculture Committee
of the U.S. House of Representatives, I
am honored to commemorate Satur-
day, June 19, as Henry County Dairy
Day. I would like to take this opportu-
nity to share with my colleagues the
importance of the dairy industry to all
of our citizens, and Kentucky’s vital
contribution to this great industry.

In 1978, total milk production for
the State of Kentucky was 2,322 mil-
lion pounds valued at $239.4 million.
This total made EKentucky the 13th
largest dairy State in the Nation.

In 1980, Kentucky accounted for 4
percent of all U.S. dairy products
which were exported. Dairy was also a
significant portion of the total amount
of agricultural exports in 1980 which
contributed over $23 billion to our bal-
ance of trade. These exports helped
pay a large part of our bill for import-
ed oil.

As you know, the Agricultural Act of
1949, as amended, requires the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to set a nationwide
support price for milk to assure ade-
quate current and future supplies of
milk. Unfortunately this Government
program has resulted in enormous
Government stocks of dairy products
and extremely large costs by the Com-
modity Credit Corporation to pur-
chase and stere these supplies. The
most unfortunate result of this situa-
tion is that a large part of the blame
for this problem is falling on the
shoulders of the dairy producer. Es-
sentially our country’s milk producers
are being punished for being too effi-
cient.

What is too often lacking in this crit-
icism is the fact that for a majority of
the past 33 years, farm milk prices
have been above support prices—the
market cleared itself with minimal
Government interference. Further-
more, compared to other food items
which the consumer must buy, milk
prices have remained relatively favor-
able. However, even in light of favor-
able prices, milk consumption has not
kept pace with production.

The Livestock, Dairy, and Poultry
Subcommittee of the House Agricul-
ture Committee, of which I am a
member, is currently reviewing several
legislative proposals designed to dis-
pose of the current Government sur-
plus of dairy products and to reduce
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future supplies in order to increase the
incomes of dairy farmers and decrease
the cost of the dairy program to the
Government.

I will be reviewing these proposals
very carefully. As we talk about this
problem on a national scale in commit-
tee, I will remember the farmers of
Henry County who provide the back-
bone of a program which has provided
a fresh and bountiful supply of milk
for our entire country for many years.

Again, I salute the men and women
of our Nation’s dairy industry, espe-
cially my good friends of Henry
County. Your labors are appreciated,
and I commend you on your efficient
work over all of these years.e

EAST-WEST TRADE: HENRY
KISSINGER'S VIEW

HON. ROBERT H. MICHEL

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 8, 1982

¢ Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I recent-
ly inserted into the RECORD some
newspaper articles dealing with the
subject of East-West trade. Among
those articles was the first part of a
two-part series written by former Sec-
retary of State Henry A. Kissinger. I
would like to offer you the second part
of that series and, therefore, at this
point, I am inserting into the REcorbp,
“Trading With Russia—II1,” by Henry
A. Kissinger, from the Baltimore Sun,
May 27, 1982.

TraDING WITH Russia—II
(By Henry A. Kissinger)

If the democracies continue to make avail-
able their hard-earned resources for an as-
sault on the geopolitical balance, they must
not be surprised at the inevitable decline in
their security and prosperity. So long as the
Soviet Union asks us for help in solving its
economic problems by what amounts to
Western aid, the industrial democracies
have the right, and indeed the duty, to
insist on restraint and stability in interna-
tional conduct in return.

The industrial democracies are in a posi-
tion to use their economic strength positive-
ly and creatively. There exists a sensible ra-
tionale for East-West trade which is neither
unrestricted economic warfare nor uncon-
trolled Soviet access to Western trade,
credit and technology. If the democracies
cannot concert unified political criteria,
they should at least be able to agree on let-
ting market conditions determine the level
of East-West trade and credit. If govern-
ment-guaranteed credits and subsidies were
to end, East-West trade would be reduced to
the level of reciprocal economical benefit—
or a small fraction of what now exists. If
the Soviets want to go beyond this—if they
seek further credits or subsidized prices—
the West should insist on a political quid
pro quo.

To this end, the industrial democracies
should jointly take the position that they
are prepared over the long term to engage
in economic cooperation, even on an aug-
mented scale—but only if there is in return
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a comprehensive political understanding
providing for settlement of the most serious
outstanding problems, specific restraint in
superpower conduct and major steps toward
arms reduction. The condition should not be
pious platitudes and should be spelled out in
concrete-detail. Nor should we delude our-
selves: This cannot be achieved without a
period, perhaps of some years, of disciplined
coordination and restraint among the de-
mocracies to convince the Soviets that we
are serious.

Specifically, the democracies should start
by specifying their objectives in the political
area to provide -clear-cut criteria for
progress. The most important message
would be that the industrial democracies
propose to speak with the East with one
voice.

Second, there should be an urgent updat-
ing of the list of prohibited strategic ex-
ports and a determination to stick to it.

Third, the democracies should examine at
the highest level on what political terms the
Soviet Union and the nations in its system
will enjoy governmentally supported access
to Western trade and financial resources.
Policies on export credits and financial
guarantees should be reviewed periodically,
based on a commitment to establish a
common and non-competitive policy among
all members of the Organization for Eco-
nomic Cooperation and Development.

Fourth, the democracies should agree to
end progressively all government subsidies
and guarantees for private bank credits to
Eastern Europe. Given the nearly cata-
strophic performance of Communist econo-
mies, the marketplace would determine the
proper flow of private credit, probably to re-
strict if not eliminate it. The same principle
should apply to subsidized prices. Concur-
rently, there should be an agreement that
rescheduling of existing debts will be heavi-
ly influenced by behavior of the countries
concerned, especially in the field of foreign
policy but including an end of martial law in
Poland.

Fifth, there should be an urgent review of
the grain export policy of the major grain-
producing nations to determine how it can
serve the strategy sketched here without
undue hardship to the farmers in all our
countries.

Finally, there must be a consensus among
the democracies about what form of ex-
panded economic cooperation we are pre-
pared to undertake with the Communist
world if this strategy of Western economic
coordination leads to a broad East-West po-
litical understanding. The Versailles summit
would seem to provide a useful forum to
begin such a process.

What these measures suggest is in the
long-term interest of both East and West. It
discourages Soviet adventurism grounded in
the belief that the West is too weak, too
selfish, or too divided to defend its interests
with its best weapons. It thus forces the So-
viets to make real choices at a time when
their succession struggle will inevitably in-
volve an internal debate over priorities and
a possible desire to ease outside pressure. If
it leads to the sort of political settlement
that precludes later reversal, trade and
credit can safely be expanded. If such a set-
tlement is unattainable, continuing our
present trade and credit practices will in
effect accelerate our crisis. In that case,
future generations will not be able to ex-
plain what possessed their predecessors to
engineer their own decline by lassitude,
greed or lack of leadership.

If the industrial democracies wish to sub-
sidize their exports by easy credit or pricing
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policies, the creative area for such efforts is
not in the Communist countries but in the
Third World—especially among its moder-
ate, market-oriented governments.

The Soviet Union is a system with no le-
gitimate method of succession, a stagnant
economy, a demographic challenge in the
growth of its non-Russian population, and
ideological claims whose bankruptcy is
being proven by the working class of Poland
in the streets of Polish cities. The joke of
recent history is that the only spontaneous
revolutions in industrialized countries have
been against Communist governments. A
system that feels so threatened by even the
most elementary liberties, a system so strue-
turally unsound and so patently contrary to
the human spirit, can prevail only by our in-
adequacies, not by its own efforts.

The West, which over centuries has
shaped a great civilization—of culture, phi-
losophy, inventiveness and well-being—must
not now abdicate control of its own destiny
to short-term calculations. Democracy re-
quires above all clarity of thought, fortitude
and leaders willing to present the facts to
their people and prepared to deal with com-
plexity.e

LAND REFORM IN EL SALVADOR
HON. JERRY LEWIS

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 8, 1982

@ Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Speaker, there has
been much misinformation on land
reform in El Salvador. What El Salva-
dor needs is not land reform at any
cost, but land reform which works in
terms of equity and productivity. For a
balanced view on Salvadoran land
reform, I am submitting for consider-
ation of my colleagues the May 28 edi-
torial by Smith Hempstone of the
Washington Times.

EL SarLvapor Lanp REForM NoT WORKING

Land reform—taking great estates away
from wealthy squires and giving them to the
poor who work them—inevitably is a good
thing, right?

Wrong.

It is not a good thing if the net effect is to
destroy free enterprise, substitute one
master for another, reduce export earnings
and bind peasants to virtually worthless
plots of land that cannot support them.

And this, to a degree, is what has been
happening in El Salvador, whose lawfully
elected constitutent assembly the other day
voted to abandon Phase 2 and to suspend
Phase 3 of an American-imposed land redis-
tribution scheme.

Enraged by the assembly’s action, Sen.
Charles Percy, the Republican chairman of
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
declared that “not one cent” of some $226
million in proposed American economic and
military aid should be granted El Salvador
if it reneges on the program.

Percy's reaction is, to put it mildly, exces-
sive. Ever since those famous ‘“agricultural
reformers” took over the Chinese mainland
back in 1947, land redistribution has ranked
with motherhood and apple pie as next to
godliness.

Indeed, it is difficult to argue with the
precept that he whose sweat waters the
land should own it. Unfortunately, one
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cannot eat precepts, and shibboleths are not
nourishing,

Land redistribution is a good thing when
it leads, as it has in Taiwan, to a better life
for those who work the land. It is a bad
thing when it leads, as it has in Mexico and
a dozen other lands, to no discernible im-
provement in the lot of the peasantry and a
fall in the production of both food and cash
Crops.

And in El Salvador there is a significant
body of evidence to suggest that land
reform, foisted on that Central American
republic by Washington two years ago,
simply is not producing the desired results.

Under Phase 1 of the plan, now virtually
completed, 263 estates larger than 1,235
acres were confiscated and converted into
cooperatives. The net effect of this is that
the 35,000 peasant families who once
worked for individuals now work for the In-
stitute for Agragrian Transformation,
which holds the titles to the estates. Accord-
ing to The New York Times, not a notably
reactionary publication, “even the most
ardent supporters of the agrarian changes
agree that the institute has been inefficient
and corrupt.”

Result: a 10 to 30 percent decline in coffee
production, and a decrease of 30 to 40 per-
cent in cotton acreage. Coffee, cotton and
sugar account for about 75 percent of El
Salvador's export earnings.

Phase 2 of the ill-starred program, aban-
doned by the Salvadoran constituent assem-
bly the other day, would have entailed con-
fiscation of all farms larger than 247 acres.
The Reagan Administration has withdrawn
its support of this part of the plan for eco-
nomic and political reasons long before the
Salvadoran elections took place.

The 1,700 farms involved produce half of
Salvador’'s sugar, 60 percent of its cotton
(neither crop is suited to cultivation by
smallholders) and 88 percent of its coffee.
The proprietors predominantly are mem-
bers of the country's small middle class.

Phase 3 of the program, the suspension of
which so raised Percy's ire, would have al-
lowed 150,000 peasant families to purchase
up to 17 acres of the land they'd been work-
ing as renters or sharecroppers.

One weakness of Phase 3 is that some of
those who own the land are nearly as poor
as those who rent it. Another is that the
plan ignores the realities both of Salvador-
an land-tenure patterns and of the capacity
of the soil to endure continuous cultivation.

In many areas of El Salvador, peasant
families rent or sharecrop a plot of land for
a season or two, then move on to another
while the first lies fallow for a time. Under
Phase 3, the peasantry would be locked into
plots of land averaging less than three acres
which, with constant cultivation, would
soon become too unproductive to support a
family.

Finally, implementation of Phase 3 would
have meant the end of any hope on the part
of El Salvador’s 740,000 landless rural poor
of ever acquiring land on a rental or share-
cropping basis: no landowner is going to
rent land when he knows it can then be con-
fiscated from him in favor of his tenant.

In short, a successful program of land re-
distribution requires more than good inten-
tions if it is to succeed. It must be fair and
gradual. And it requires knowledge of local
social customs and land conditions, assumes
access of the peasantry to credit and techni-
cal help and demands the support of the
people.

As a U.8. Agency for International Devel-
opment report states, the program from the
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start was regarded by many Salvadorans as
“a symbolic measure proposed because it
would look good to American politicians and
not necessarily because it would be benefi-
cial or significant in the Salvadoran con-
text.”

It is just possible the elected members of
the Salvadoran assembly are better in-
formed than the senator from Illinois.e

HEIN CHRISTENSEN—AN
OUTSTANDING MAN

HON. RON de LUGO

OF THE U.S. VIRGIN ISLANDS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 8, 1982

@ Mr. pE LUGO. Mr. Speaker, “service
above self” is the motto of the Rotary
International. The Rotary Club of St.
Thomas recently honored one of their
own who truly exemplifies this
motto—Hein Eigild Christensen.

All of us here in the Congress recog-
nize the Rotary as a service organiza-
tion of business and professional men
with humanitarian objectives. These
men are community-minded individ-
uals who work together in order to
build a better community and better
nation. There is no better way to de-
scribe Hein Christensen than this. His
record of public service speaks for
itself through his tenure on: Virgin Is-
lands Board of Public Accountancy,
Banking Board of the Virgin Islands;
Governor's Tax Advisory Board; and,
Public Utilities Commission.

The list of organizations to which
Hein Christensen gives of his time and
talents is enormous. They include:
American Institute of Certified Public
Accountants; Virgin Islands Society of
Certified Public Accountants; Har-
monic Lodge (Free Mason); Scottish
Rite (Free Mason); Virgin Islands
Hotel Association; Virgin Islands
Yacht Club; Yacht Club of St.
Thomas; Royal Danish Yacht Club;
Royal Danish Automobile Club;
Friends of Denmark; and, of course,
the Rotary Club of St. Thomas. For 23
years, he has served as the treasurer
for the latter group. His colleagues
refer to him as “Cerberus, . . 4 mean
watch dog, zealously guarding the
fruits of Rotary through rolling
years.”

Hein Christensen has received sever-
al honors for his meritorious service.
His Most Gracious Majesty King Bau-
douin, the King of Belgium, bestowed
the honor of “Chevalier de L'Ordre de
la Courone” for service to the crown in
his position as Honorary Consul of
Belgium in the Virgin Islands. The
Queen of Denmark, Her Royal Majes-
ty Queen Margrethe, knighted him for
service to the kingdom. His own pro-
fessional organization, the Certified
Public Accountants of all America,
have recognized and honored Hein for
his leadership. Finally, the Boy Scouts
of America made him an honorary
member of their group for his support.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

I join with my friends in the U.S.
Virgin Islands in paying tribute to
Hein Eigild Christensen—truly an out-
standing man that has made a differ-
ence. He is a man I am proud to call
my friend.®

THE BUDGET ALTERNATIVE
THAT WASN'T

HON. DAN LUNGREN

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 8, 1982

® Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, the
failure of the House to adopt a respon-
sible budget during the week of May
24 struck a solid blow to the vital parts
of our U.S. economy. After 4 months
of fierce wrangling and 46 hours and
12 minutes of actual floor debate on 7
separate budget proposals and 68
amendments to various aspects of
these packages, the Democrat-con-
trolled House of Representatives
flunked the biggest test of the year.

Since February of this year the main
debate in Congress has been over the
budget. It now appears that what we
were hearing was all talk without any
action to back it up.

Quite clearly, the burden of action
falls upon the House. The other body
has already passed a budget proposal
and is waiting to go to conference to
reach final agreement. It is the Demo-
crat-controlled House which is holding
up the whole process. It is they who
are permitting runaway deficits to
race on and the prospects of unaccept-
able high interest rates to persist. Vir-
tually all economists agree that inter-
est rates, which are hampering eco-
nomic growth and contributing to
post-war record unemployment rates,
will not come down until the people of
this country see Congress pass a re-
sponsible budget with controlled and
lowered deficit spending.

While I strongly disagree with his
conclusions that “Reaganomics is in
trouble,” Mr. David Broder, a political
reporter for the Washington Post, in a
recent article put his finger on a major
problem: the absence of any viable
Democrat budget alternative. In fact,
the only proposals which are being put
forth by the Democrats are continu-
ations of the immediate gratification
economic policies of the 1960's and
1970’s. The only alternatives offered
are a return to the old, tried and failed
tax and tax and spend and spend eco-
nomic proposals, such as were added
to the recent supplemental appropria-
tions bill.

In my view, we still must give Presi-
dent Reagan’s economic program a
chance. As we did not get into this eco-
nomic mess in the first place over-
night, we will not be able to restore
economic vitality overnight. But for
the first time in years, President
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Reagan has brought to Washington a
program based on sound long-term
economic growth. One of the major
obstacles in the way, however, is a re-
luctance from the Democrat-con-
trolled Congress to change their ways
and pass a budget with a lowered defi-
cit.

As Wall Street and, more important-
ly, Main Street continue their wait, I
insert into the REcorp the article by
Mr. David Broder, “The Alternative
That Wasn’t,” which appeared in the
Washington Post on June 2, 1982, and
I recommend it to all of my colleagues:

THE ALTERNATIVE THAT WasnN'T
(By David S. Broder)

When the House of Representatives re-
jected all the alternative budget proposals
last week, the country was denied the show
of fiscal discipline it needs from government
in order to have any chance of crawling out
of this erippling recession. But if there is
any solace to be found in the House's
budget fiasco, it is this: the voters saw a
;:ilea.r demonstration of where the problem

es.

Part of it lies in President Reagan’s stub-
born resistance to a “mid-course correction”
in his own policies—a resistance that inhib-
its most of the congressmen of his own
party from supporting any such change.

But a larger problem is the inability of
the Democratic Party to forge an internal
?greement on an alternative to Reaganom-
CS.

The House was, as always, a near-perfect
reflection of those external realities. By
March of this year, Washington Post-ABC
News polls showed a shift in public opinion
from the earlier broad support of Reagan’s
policy. By a 2-to-1 margin, those polled said
Congress < should make “substantial”
changes in Reagan's budget. A follow-up
poll in April found most saying his tax cuts
and domestic spending reductions were too
deep.

The House votes last week reflected that
judgment. First, a majority amended the
Reagan-endorsed budget to shift $4.8 billion
from defense to health care—a straight-out
Medicare vs. military test. Then, the House
rejected the overall Republican plan, which
still sacrificed domestic spending to defense
needs and the scheduled tax cuts.

There were cheers from the Democratic
majority on that vote, for never once in all
of 1981 had they been able to derail the
president’s legislative express train.

But the cheers were short-lived. Having
cleared the agenda, at least temporarily, of
Reaganomics, the Democrats then failed, on
three tries, to find a majority for any plan
of their own. They could not muster a ma-
jority for a plan devised by five of their
brightest young members, in conjunction
with a handful of moderate Republicans.
Nor could they unite behind either the
original or a modified version of the Demo-
cratic budget reported by the House Budget
Committee and presented by its chairman,
Rep. James R. Jones (D-Okla.).

In failing to meet their legislative respon-
sibilities, the House Democrats confirmed
another finding of that March poll. The
voters—who are rarely fooled—said that as
far as they could see, the Democratic alter-
natives were not better or worse than
Reaganomics; there were no alternatives at
all.
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It was an abject and embarrassed bunch
of Democrats who shambled out of the Cap-
itol in the small hours of Friday morning,
when the last of the budget-wrecking was
done. Echoing in their ears were the words
of Speaker Tip O'Neill: *“When Americans
wake up and find that Congress did not do
its job, what frustration there will be.”

In the corridor, Rep. Bill Alexander of Ar-
kansas, the chief deputy Democratic whip,
made the obvious political point. “Reagan is
going to murder us,” he said. “We had him
on the run, when we could say his budget
has failed the country. But now he can say
the failure is the Democrats’, because we
were unable even to produce an alterna-
tive."”

The seriousness of the failure is height-
ened by the fact that, this time, the Demo-
crats really did give it their best shot. Rep.
Richard Bolling of Missouri, perhaps their
most skilled parliamentarian, devised rules
for debate designed to give every faction in
the party a clean vote on its pet provision—
in hope they would support, and not disown,
the final product. The agenda guaranteed
the Democrats would have the last chance
to assemble a majority.

That they could not do so shows how po-
litically divided and intellectually bankrupt
they really are. They are worse off, in both
respects, than they were a year ago, when
Reagan was riding high. Last spring, the
Democrats were able to get 176 of their
members to support the Jones budget
against Reagan’'s preferred plan. This year,
Jones could muster only 171 votes for his
product.

Last week, the defections came from both
ends of the Democratic spectrum—not just
the conservative wing., Barely half the 63
Democrats who voted against the Jones
budget were southern “boll-weevils.” Most
of the black Democrats—angered by what
they regarded as inattention to their own
budget proposals—also balked, as did a
dozen or so white liberals.

The conventional answer of Democrats is
to say that if only they had more members
in the House, they would do better.

But the voters will not be satisfied with
that. They will want to know: do what?

That question ought to be at the top of
the agenda for the Democratic Party's mid-
term mini-convention in Philadelphia at the
end of this month. Reaganomics is in trou-
ble. But Democrats still have to learn that
you can’t beat something with nothing.e

TERRORISM BILL GAINS
WIDESPREAD SUPPORT

HON. JOSEPH M. McDADE

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 8, 1982

® Mr. McDADE. Mr. Speaker, I am
today adding 26 additional cosponsors
to H.R. 5449, my bill to prohibit Amer-
ican citizens from committing terrorist
acts overseas. It is pleasing to note
that Members from all parts of the po-
litical spectrum have endorsed this
bill. This bipartisan support indicates
widespread agreement on the impor-
tance of stopping Americans from par-
ticipating in terrorism.

My bill, which makes it illegal for
Americans citizens to commit terrorist
acts overseas, closes a major gap in the
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criminal law. Currently, Americans are
not prohibited from selling their serv-
ices to terrorists such as Muammar
Qadhafi and the Palestine Liberation
Organization. Terrorism challenges
the basis upon which nations relate to
one another as well as the basic rela-
tionship between a nation and its gov-
ernment. We must do all that we can
to curb terrorism, and especially our
citizens' involvement in such activities.
H.R. 5449 is a significant step toward
that goal.

Mr. Speaker, I am delighted to have
received such broad bipartisan support
for H.R. 5449. This important measure
deserves the consideration of the Judi-
ciary Committee. I hope that the com-
mittee will schedule action soon.e

CRETE NEWS
HON. DOUGLAS K. BEREUTER

OF NEERASKA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 8, 1982

® Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, too
often the political process produces
what is best for the present without
concern for the long run. The Crete
News recently noted in an editorial
that since World War II, this country
has allowed the national debt to rise
and the social security system to drift
near insolvency. The current genera-
tion faces the possibility of leaving its
heirs with massive bills to pay for its
lack of foresight. The News does not
like the idea of saddling future genera-
tions with a huge debt and a failing
social security system. “It is past the
time when problems can be solved by
borrowing from future generations,”
the News says. I think the paper
makes a point we should all heed. I
would like to have the editorial print-
ed in the RECORD.
[From the Crete News, May 26, 1982]
THE PERFECT TIME

Middle aged America has reason to think
that it’s lived during a good period of histo-
ry, economically and in respect to taxation.

A person who joined the taxpaying public
at about the time of the end of World War
II can look back on perhaps only one or two
years during which the federal budget was
balanced. At the same time citizens in that
age group have enjoyed living in probably
the most prosperous period in American his-
tory. Through many of those years the
economy was relatively good. Americans
were able to offer foreign aid. They were
able to establish welfare programs to take
care of many of the disadvantaged. They
handled their problems and greatly in-
creased their standards of living.

But how did they do it? For one thing
they managed to delay paying some of the
bills by borrowing. They inherited a nation-
al debt of less than $50 billion, a lot of
which was built during World War II.
They've provided for their needs by increas-
ing that national debt to more than a tril-
lion dollars though their years of prosperity
might have suggested they were better able
to pay their way than will those coming
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later who will be saddled with the debt.
And, now, they're suffering tremendous
pain in every effort to trim greatly yearly
deficits.

Not only has middle aged America en-
joyed general taxes lowered by being able to
borrow for part of its expenses, but it's ben-
efitted through many years of extremely
low Social Security taxes, Many paid only
one percent of their incomes up to a maxi-
mum of $3,000 each year into the Social Se-
curity Fund during its early years. That was
only $30 per year (matched by employers).
That figure, of course, was gradually raised,
but it was only in very recent years that the
tax approached any degree of a burden.

The legacy middle aged America will be
passing on is not nearly as bright. Even now
more than $100 billion each year must be
raised simply to finance the existing nation-
al debt. We've encouraged the attitude that
government has the obligation to solve all
problems and provide a comfortable stand-
ard of living for everyone whether they are
able to produce or not. And middle aged
America has not paid sufficient Social Secu-
rity taxes to build any reserves to provide
for its lengthening retirement.

A detailed Social Security article in a
recent Time magazine suggested that the
1980s may be difficult for the Social Securi-
ty system. But some relief is expected
during the 1990s when low-birth-rate-de-
pression-era children retire, benefitting
from post World War II baby boom workers
who will continue to finance the system.
But by the 2020s, when this group is in re-
tirement, age problems are again forecast
when only two taxpaying workers will be
feeding the system for every retiree.

These same taxpayers may be burdened
by a much larger national debt requiring
much greater tax payments merely to fi-
nance the interest on the debt.

The last 35 years have been an ideal
period for life in the United States. But it’s
past the time when problems can be solved
by borrowing from future generations. It's
time to begin paying the bills, all of them,
while attempting to pass on something
better than a huge national debt and a
Social Security system with no reserves.e

DAVID J. HARKNESS FULFILLS
HIS AMBITIONS

HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN

OF TENNESSEE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 8, 1982

@ Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, there is
no greater honor than the devotion
which is showered upon a native son
by a community which takes pride in
his accomplishments outside the shel-
tered confines of his home. Such an
event reflects the mutual appreciation
felt by the son and community for the
encouragement each has received from
the other.

This is the case of David J. Harkness
and Jellico, Tenn. Mayor Gary Owens
has proclaimed this week David J.
Harkness Week in Jellico. It is a fit-
ting tribute to the years of service this
native son has given to his community,
State, and Nation. The people of Jel-
lico are justifiably proud of this




12994

author, speaker, librarian, and friend
who, after 34 years at the University
of Tennessee, has retired to loaf and
“invite my soul.”

The citizens of Jellico have seen
David J. Harkness progress from
school days, when as a senior at Jellico
High he was Tennessee’s champion ex-
temporaneous speaker, to the 5 years
he spent as principal of the high
school in the early 1940’s. They have
watched him travel to Lincoln Memo-
rial University, East Tennessee State
College and the University of Tennes-
see. Through the years he has re-
mained an example and credit to his
Jellico roots.

His writings and speaking engage-
ments have earned him a reputation
stretching far beyond Jellico. He
began by attending the University of
Tennessee from 1930 to 1934. There
Harkness received his bachelors
degree majoring in English and minor-
ing in history. From there he went to
New York and Columbia University
where he received his masters degree
in English.

He returned to Jellico after this edu-
cational odyssey to serve as principal
of Jellico High School. It was here, a
border town once known as a coal
empire, where he had been born on
April 19, 1913. He grew up with others
who would achieve fame outside of the
town including Tom Siler, a respected
sports editor for the Knoxville News-
Sentinel; Grace Moore, the interna-
tionally known opera star. His younger
brother Alex Harkness became a
Knoxville city councilman. Having
it made

grown in this community,
sense for David Harkness to begin his
career among the people he knew.

The call of academia took him from
Jellico to Lincoln Memorial University

in Harrogate, Tenn., in 1944. He
taught English at the school and ac-
quired an endearing interest in the
man for whom the university was
named. His office was in the Lincoln
Room, which held tokens of the Great
Emancipator’s life and career. The me-
mentoes cast their spell upon him and
he has responded in a number of
books, articles, pamphlets, and speech-
es about Lincoln. In 1959 he collabo-
rated with the man he had shared the
Lincoln Room with at LMU, R. Gerald
McMurty, on the book “Lincoln’s Fa-
vorite Poets.” His speech, “Lincoln the
Reader,” which was delivered to the
Lincoln Group of Washington, D.C.,
was reprinted in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

David J. Harkness came to the Uni-
versity of Tennessee in 1947 to head
the school's extension library. He
served as director of the library until
June 1981. During his service with the
university, Harkness’' many interests
and abilities played a role in his work
and the library’s collection. The
shelves of the library are filled with
volumes of works on Tennessee and
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Tennesseans, as well as books by Ten-
nessee writers. There are books on art,
architecture, southern history and lit-
erature, folklore, music, radio and tele-
vision, travel, gardening, wildflowers,
the Civil War, and the American Revo-
lution. The collection of plays and
musicals has been called the most ex-
tensive in the Southeast.

To these works he added his own
writings over the fields of history, lit-
erature, and geography. One popular
series of booklets dealt with the litera-
ture and authors of the 50 States.
Other series covered the heros and
heroines of the American Revolution
and the Civil War. His booklets on the
history of Tennessee and its neighbor-
ing States were used as gifts to the
university’s alumni from the UT
Alumni Association in the 1960’s.

Harkness never lost the public
speaking abilities he was honored for
as a high school senior, and he never
forgot the importance of that honor to
him. He supervised the Tennessee
High School Speech and Drama
League for 12 years. The program of-
fered competition to high school stu-
dents in oratory, debate, drama, and
reading. Under Harkness' supervision
the competition produced such nota-
ble winners as former Gov. Frank
Clement, a debate champion; Oscar
winner Patricia Neal in humorous
reading; and Tony Award winner John
Cullum, in one-act play competition.

Harkness has spoken to groups
throughout the State and across the
country. He has been a favorite speak-
er at alumni functions, civic clubs, and
historic societies. He will undoubtedly
continue to entertain and educate
many through his speaking engage-
ments and writings in his retirement.

Such a man is justly honored by his
community for the achievements
which sprang from high school inter-
ests to fill a career. The people of Jel-
lico share the pride in these achieve-
ments. I feel certain that Mr. Lincoln
would approve of the honor the citi-
zens of this community have bestowed
on David J. Harkness, for I am sure
Mr. Harkness shares Lincoln’s ambi-
tion. “Every man is said to have his
peculiar ambition,” he once said.
‘“Whether it be true or not, I can say,
for one, that I have no other so great
as that of being truly esteemed by my
fellowmen, by rendering myself
worthy of their esteemm. How far shall
I succeed in gratifying this ambition,
is yet to be developed.”

Mr. Lincoln did gratify his ambition,
and I believe that David J. Harkness
has also succeeded. The people of Jel-
lico honor him this week for that am-
bition and with that esteem.e®

June 8, 1982
HUMAN RIGHTS

HON. DON BONKER

OF WASHINGTON
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 8, 1982

® Mr. BONKER. Mr. Speaker, Rober-
ta Cohen, former Deputy Assistant
Secretary of State for Human Rights
and Humanitarian Affairs under the
Carter administration and a renowned
human rights advocate, has written a
perceptive article entitled, “Does
Human Rights Have a Role in Rea-
gan’s Foreign Policy?” In her article
she notes:

Over the past year this Administration
has signalled to the world that it is not in
our national interest to advance the cause
of human rights. Appeals on behalf of select
individuals in the U.S.S.R. and public state-
ments about Poland do not constitute a
human rights policy. * * * It is evident that
the Reagan Administration’'s close ties with
repressive governments have alienated
many around the world who look to this
country for leadership in their struggle for
human dignity. * * *

I would like to commend to the at-
tention of my distinguished colleagues
Ms. Cohen's article which appeared in
the April issue of Justice Watch.

The article follows:

Does Human RIGHTS HAVE A ROLE IN
REAGaN's ForeigN PoLicy?

(By Roberta Cohen)

The Reagan administration took office a
year ago determined to downgrade the role
of human rights in foreign policy. So suc-
cessfully has it eliminated human rights
from government decisionmaking that the
administration now recognizes it went too
far. A State Department memorandum pub-
lished in November recommended that a
human rights policy be reinstated:

“We will never maintain wide publie sup-
port for our foreign policy unless we can
relate it to American ideals and to the de-
fense of freedom. ... Human rights has
been one of the main avenues for domestic
attack on the Administration’s foreign
policy.”

More than a memorandum, however, will
be required to reinstitute a vigorous human
rights policy. The December appointment of
Elliott Abrams, the memo's author, to the
long vacant post of assistant secretary for
human rights cannot undo the record of the
past year or mask the administration’s en-
trenched opposition to the universal promo-
tion of human rights. A radical shift in atti-
tude at the top echelons of government will
be necessary to carry out a genuine human
rights policy.

The Reagan administration demonstrated
its intense hostility to human rights consid-
erations from the outset. Secretary of State
Haig declared in his first press conference
that “international terrorism will take the
place of human rights"” as a foreign policy
priority. The administration publicly consid-
ered discarding the term “human rights,”
with its legal and historical meaning, and
substituting “individual” or “personal”
rights. Senior officials spoke of eliminating
the State Department's Human Rights
Bureau, and a staunch opponent of human
rights was nominated by the President to




June 8, 1982

head the Bureau. The nominee, Ernest Le-
fever, believed that beyond “serving as a
good example . . . there is little the U.S.
government should do to advance human
rights.” Although the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee overwhelmingly rejected
his candidacy, the White House insisted
that Lefever was ‘“the man for the job.” On
the one occasion that President Reagan ad-
vocated a role for human rights, in a speech
to Holocaust victims, a White House spokes-
man later explained that he “had not meant
to alter his policy of playing down the
rights issue in foreign relations.”

Under international law, most notably the
United Nations Charter, the U.S. is obliged
to speak out and take action against
abridgements of human rights. Under its do-
mestic law, Section 502b of the Foreign As-
sistance Act, the U.S. is required to promote
increased observance by all countries of
“internationally recognized human rights.”
Moreover, the U.S. is obliged to make its
military and economic assistance contingent
on the observance of human rights, under
Sections 116 and 502b of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act, enacted by Congress in 1975 and
1976 and reaffirmed each subsequent year.

The Reagan administration has exhibited
little inclination to comply with these inter-
national and domestic legal obligations. In
fact, the President declared that he was op-
posed to public statements or sanctions
against ‘“pro-Western” countries. In his
view, the overriding foreign policy priority
was containment of Soviet aggression,
which required seeking close relations and
visible ties with all “anticommunist” govern-
ments.

This attitude explains the major change
in U.S. policy toward Argentina. General
Roberto Viola was among the first heads of
state to be received by President Reagan.
Prior to his arrival, eight leaders of the
human rights movement in Argentina were
arrested and held incommunicado for a
week; two trade unionists were abducted
and tortured; 68 mothers of disappeared
persons were detained by the police for sev-
eral hours. Ignoring these events, the Secre-
tary of State declared that human rights
conditions in Argentina had “substantially”
improved, and the administration success-
fully pressed Congress to repeal its embargo
on military assistance and sales to that
country. The U.S., furthermore, reversed its
position in the multinational banks and
voted to support loans to Argentina. At the
U.N. Human Rights Commission, the U.S.
endorsed Argentine efforts to weaken U.N,
action on disappearances.

President Reagan likewise invited the
military dictator of South Korea to Wash-
ington, publicly praised his “commitment to
freedom,” and effectively strengthened U.S.
military and police ties with that govern-
ment. In the months before his arrival,
General Chun Doo Hwan had seized power
by force, suppressed mass demonstrations
for democracy; and imprisoned his political
opponents. In the Philippines, Viece Presi-
dent Bush embraced the corrupt Marcos
dictatorship after a government-controlled
election, saying, “We love your adherence to
democratic principles and democratic proc-
esses.”

Close identification with repressive re-
gimes has been bolstered by a policy of un-
restrained arms sales. A July presidential
policy directive conspicuously omitted refer-
ence to human rights in a list of seven fac-
tors to be weighed in deciding whether to
provide arms to foreign governments. The
result has been extensive military support
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to a large number of regimes abusive of
human rights, extending from Pakistan to
El Salvador. Many of these governments
had previously been denied U.S. weapnns on
human rights grounds.

United States laws prohibiting the sale of
police equipment to human rights violators
have also been disregarded. The Reagan ad-
ministration has sold police equipment to
Taiwan, Syria, South Korea, and the Peo-
ple's Republic of China, directly assisting
those governments’ internal security forces
which are responsible for most of the
human rights violations in those countries.

The administration has, on occasion,
argued that its “security relationship” with
repressive governments “can sometimes also
enhance our ability to persuade other coun-
tries to improve their human rights situa-
tions.” However, there has been no evidence
that the U.S. has used any leverage to pro-
mote reform. In El Salvador, for example,
rights violations by government security
forces have intensified with increased mili-
tary assistance. In Taiwan, the security
police, after receiving U.S. police equipment,
tortured to death Professor Wen-Cheng, a
U.S. permanent resident who was visiting
Taiwan last July.

Economic interests have taken precedence
over human rights concerns. The adminis-
tration introduced a policy of “constructive
engagement’” with South Africa, claiming
that “important Western economic, strate-
gic, moral, and political interests are at
stake.” President Reagan stated that we
could not “abandon” a country which pro-
duces minerals we all must have. Adminis-
tration officials, seeking to make this ac-
commodation with South African racism
more palatable, have cited “improvements”
in South Africa’'s human rights situation.
Ambassador Jeane Kirkpatrick even told
the press: “South Africa's political system
has some good elements in it—it is a democ-
racy for whites. , . .”

Commercial considerations influenced the
decision to lift human rights sanctions
against Chile. One of the administration’s
first acts was to end the ban on Export-
Import Bank credits to Chile to facilitate
the purchase of U.S. goods. The sanction
had been imposed in 1979 following Chile's
refusal to prosecute or extradite to the
United States the Chilean police officials re-
sponsible for the political murders in Wash-
ington of Chilean exile Orlando Letelier and
his American colleague Ronni Moffitt.

Even with respect to the Soviet Union,
economic benefits have taken precedence
over human rights. The U.S. lifted its wheat
embargo and proceeded with technology
sales despite continued Soviet occupation of
Afghanistan; the arrest and trial of leading
dissidents; and the President’s expressed
view that the Soviet Union is the “greatest”
human rights violator in the world, requir-
ing ‘“exceptional” treatment. To expand
business with the U.S.S.R., the administra-
tion, prior to the Polish crisis, considered
seeking repeal of the Jackson-Vanik amend-
ment which prohibits trade concessions to
communist countries which restrict emigra-
tion. The repeal would have eliminated con-
cern for human rights from our economic
relationship with the Soviet Union, at a
time when Jewish emigration was at its
lowest point in years.

The sole method to advance human rights
put forward by this administration has been
“quiet diplomacy.” However, without
strength behind it, quiet diplomacy cannot
be effective and U.S. actions have shown
very little of such strength. There are ex-
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ceptions—quiet diplomacy for hunger-strik-
ing Soviet physicist Andrei Sakharov was
buttressed by a public statement. And, when
traditional diplomacy failed to help Solidar-
ity in Poland, the President publicly defend-
ed the rights of the Polish people and intro-
duced sanctions against the government.

The administration has not done the same
for non-communist victims. It may have
helped to reduce the sentences of Kim Dae
Jung and other South Korean prisoners.
But any quiet diplomatic initiatives under-
taken in countries like the Philippines, El
Salvador, or South Africa have been ren-
dered meaningless by its many actions in
support of those regimes.

The administration has rationalized its in-
action on human rights with the theory
that there is a distinction between “authori-
tarian” and “totalitarian” regimes. Accord-
ing to Jeane Kirkpatrick, authoritarian
countries friendly to the U.B. are only
“moderately repressive,” whereas totalitar-
ian governments are worse Yviolators of
human rights, are less apt to change, and
require strronger human rights actions.
How one can classify torture, widespread
disappearances, and arbitrary detentions
without trial as *“moderate” is not ex-
plained. The Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee rejected this theory when it rejected
Ernest Lefever. “Dead is just as dead if
you're killed by a rightist as by a left-wing
government,” declared Republican Chair-
man Charles Percy.

A corollary to this theory is that efforts to
enhance human rights in authoritarian re-
gimes are dangerous to U.S. interests be-
cause they disrupt “law and order.” To the
Reagan administration, opponents of au-
thoritarian governments are by definition
“terrorists” whereas opponents of commu-
nist governments are ‘dissidents.” Thus,
President Reagan posed for photographs
with Soviet dissidents in Washington and
Ambassador Kirkpatrick refused to meet
with human rights leaders when visiting Ar-
gentina and Chile. Secretary of State Haig
even speculated that the rape and murder
of American nuns in El Salvador followed
an “‘exchange of fire” after the women ran a
“roadblock” against the armed forces—a
theory refuted by the F.B.I. and the evi-
dence.

This administration's preference for
human rights actions against totalitarian re-
gimes has not resulted in consistently
strong, meaningful actions directed at those
governments. In fact, the administration
sold police equipment to Yugoslavia and the
People's Republic of China. It waived the
Jackson-Vanik Amendment for Romania de-
spite restrictive emigration practices. It re-
mained silent on trials in Czechoslovakia.

Over the past year the administration has
signalled to the world that it is not in our
national interest to advance the cause of
human rights. Appeals on behalf of select
individuals in the U.S.S.R. and public state-
ments about Poland do not consitute a
human rights policy. State Department offi-
cials have